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STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected interimrenedial action for
U S. Departnment of Energy (DOE) Fernald Environnental Managenent Project
whi ch was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Resp
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Anendren
Reaut hori zabon Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the N
Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP).

The proposed interimrenedi al action for Qperable Unit 3 represents a ma
action for the operable unit and for the site as a whole. Wile DCE nai
mai nt enance program the fornmer urani um processing support facilities co
Unit 3 are, in general, at or beyond their design life and in a state of
These current conditions indicate an increasing probability of future re
substances to the environment due to structural collapse or other failur
DCE and EPA are proceeding toward a decision on the final disposition of
of the Operable Unit 3 RI/FS process, the decision resulting fromthis e
late 1997.

The deci sion presented herein for the interimrenedial action is based o
the adm nistrative record for operable unit 3 mmintained in accordance w
docunent was nmde avail able for public review and comrent. This decisio
i ssues raised at the public neeting held on January 5, 1994 and the comm
public coment period follow ng the issuance of the Proposed Plan/Enviro
DCE and EPA have considered all conmments received during the public comm
Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronnental Assessnent in nmaking this decision

The State of Chio concurs with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances from Qperable Unit
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision for
may present a current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This InterimRecord of Decision addresses contam nation of all Operable

structures, including former uranium production process buildings and eq
structures, bel ow grade and above-grade utilities, and identified ponds

Envi ronnent al Managenent Project is divided into five operable units, of
one, under investigation pursuant to the Amended Consent Agreenent (EPA
and EPA. In addition to these five operable units, a conprehensive site
eval uate the protectiveness of all site-wi de renedial response actions.

The interimaction selected remedy consists of decontam nating and di sma
structures and related facilities. The bulk of the debris and renedi at
pl aced into tenporary storage; decisions concerning treatnent and fina
remedi ati on wastes and debris will be addressed and docunented in the f
Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3 in 1997.

The maj or conponents of the selected interimrenedy include:

O Decont am nation of nore than 200 buil di ngs and structures
renovi ng | oose contam nation
O Di smant | erent of the above-ground structures;

Renoval of foundations, storage pads, ponds, basins, under
ot her at and bel ow grade structures;

O Use of existing facilities or construction and operation o
facilities in or near the forner production area;



O f-site disposal at Nevada Test Site of sone non-recovera
wast e and debris generated by di smantl enent;

O Of-site recycling of sone recyclable material from di sman
Storage of the remaining waste and debris in interimstora
facilities until treatnent and disposition are selected in
Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected interimrenedial action is protective of hunman health and t
with Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenen
the action, and is cost effective. The selected interimrenedy best neet
addressing risks to human health and the environnment, accelerating the r
nearly four years, and reducing overall costs associated with Operable U

This action does not constitute the final renmedy for Operable Unit 3, th
per manent sol utions and renedi es that enploy treatnment to reduce toxicit
principal elenent will be addressed by the final renedial action for Qpe
action does utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or re
recycling and reuse) technologies to the nmaxi num extent practicable, giv
action. A subsequent final renedial action is planned to address the re
Unit 3. Although this remedy will result tenporarily in radiological an
remai ning on site above material free release limts, the final renedi a

di sposition of these renedi ati on wastes and deternine the need for futur
final renmedial action provides adequate protection of hunman health and t
this is an interimrenedial action ROD, review of this site and of this

and EPA develop final renedial alternatives for Operable Unit 3.

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Dat e
Envi ronnent al Managenent
U. S. Departnent of Energy

Regi onal Adnmi ni strator Dat e
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Region V
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NOTATI ON

Abbrevi ati ons, Acronyns, and Initials

ADM Action Description Menorandum

AEC At onmi ¢ Energy Conmi ssion

ALARA as | ow as reasonably achievabl e

ARAR( s) applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenent(s)

CERCLA Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation, and L
1980

CFR Code of Federal Regul ations

CSF central storage facility

DCE United States Departnent of Energy

DOTr United States Departnent of Transportation

EE/ CA engi neeri ng eval uation/cost analysis

El S envi ronnental inpact statenent

EPA United States Environnmental Protection Agency

FEMP Fernal d Envi ronnental Managenent Project

FFCA Federal Facilities Conpliance Agreenent

FMPC Feed Materials Production Center

FONSI finding of no significant inpact

FR Federal Register

FRESH Fernal d Residents for Environmental Safety & Health

FS feasibility study

HVAC heating, ventilating, and air conditioning

HWWVU hazar dous wast e managemrent unit

| ROD Record of Decision for InterimRenmedial Action

MCL( s) maxi mum cont ani nant | evel (s)

MCLGE s) maxi mum cont ani nant | evel goal (s)



NCP Nati onal O and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingen
40 CFR Part 300

NCRP National Council of Radiation Protection and Measurenents
NEPA Nati onal Environmental Policy Act

NTS Nevada Test Site

&M operation and mai nt enance

OAC Ohi o Administrative Code

CEPA Ghi o Environnental Protection Agency

CSHA Qccupational Safety and Health Adm nistration

QU3 Qperable Unit 3

s Qperable Unit 4

Qs Qperable Unit 5
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PCB( s) pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl (s)

PEI C Public Environmental |nformation Center

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RD/ RA Renedi al Desi gn/ Renedi al Action

RI renmedi al investigation

Rl /FS renmedi al investigation and feasibility study
ROD Record of Deci sion

S R State Route

SARA Super fund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986
SBDC Smal | Busi ness Devel opnent Center

STEP Sci ence, Technol ogy, Environment, and the Public
SVOC( s) sem vol atil e organi ¢ conpound(s)

TBC to be considered

TSS tensi on support structure

usc United States Code

VOC( s) vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds(s)
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1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Fernal d Environmental Managenment Project (FEMP) or "the site" is |ocat
1,050-acre sitel in a rural agricultural area about 18 niles northwest o
Ghio (Figure 1-1). The site is near the villages of Fernald, New Baltim
and Shandon, Ohio, located west and south of Chio State Routes (S.R) 12
respectively. The street address of the Fernald site is: 7400 Wlley R
450030.

The FEMP is a governnent-owned, contractor-operated federal facility that
hi gh-purity uranium netal products for the U S. Departnment of Energy (DO
predecessor agencies during the period 1952-1989. Thorium al so was proc
smal ler scale, and still is stored on the site. Production activities w



t he production mssion of the facility was formally ended in 1991

Approxi mately 200 buildings and structures are |ocated at the site and ar
in the scope of Qperable Unit 3 (OU3). Most of these structures are |oc
Producti on Area, which occupies about 136 acres near the center of the F
Figure 1-2). Most buildings on-site are generally steel frane structure
concrete block structures, or pre-engineered facilities with nmetal sidin
tallest building on-site is approxinately 100 feet high and the tall est
Wat er Storage Tank, is about 265 feet high

Most facilities and structures rest on a relatively flat plain about 580
sea level. The elevation slopes slightly toward Paddys Run, a snall int
west side of the site. Natural drainage at the FEMP generally flows fro
t he exception of the extreme northeast corner, which drains east toward
Ri ver.

A portion of the FEMP property along the north-south corridor of Paddys R
site lies within the 100- and 500-year floodplain. On-site surface wate
Paddys Run and its unnaned tributaries and total approximately 8.9 acres
site-wi de wetlands delineation indicate a total of 35.9 acres of freshwa
site. The Great Mam Aquifer is the prinicipal aquifer within the FEMP
been desi gnated a sol e-source aqui fer under the provisions of the Safe D

The | and adjacent to the FEMP is prinmarily devoted to open | and use such
and recreation. There is sone commercial activity adjacent to the site
conpany and sever nursery suppliers. However, the najority of conmercia
generally restricted to the village of Ross, approximately 2 mles north
along SR 128 just south of Ross. Industrial usage is concentrated in
FEMP, al ong Paddys Run Road, in Fernald, and in snmall industrial part on
Wl ey Road and New Haven Road. Open acreage on the FEMP is currently b
| ocal dairies for livestock grazing, but there are no areas within the F

1As defined by the Anended Consent Agreenent (EPA 1991a) and used in th

Renedi al Action, the term"site" refers to all areas within the property
any other areas that received or potenially received hazardous substance
constituents. "Of-site" refers to all areas not included in this defin
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considered to be prine farm and under the Farm and Protection Act of 19

Concentrations of residential units are situated northeast of FEMP in Ros
sout heast of the FEMP in a trailer park adjacent to the intersection of



128. Oher residences are scattered around the area, generally in asso
farmsteads. An estimated 23,000 residents live within a 5-mle radius

2.0 SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Fernald site was constructed in the early 1950s to produce mater
the nation's nucl ear weapons program The original Fernald project was
accel erated schedul e by the Atom ¢ Energy Conmi ssion (AEC) with the aid
Corps of Engineers. The site was selected in 1950, and site preparation
began in May 1951. Construction of the main facilities (including ore r
hydr of | uori nati on, hexafl uoride reduction, reduction and casting, netals
products, pilot plant, recovery, l|aboratory, boiler plant, and adm nistr
three years, and operation began in May 1954.

This facility produced hi gh-grade uranium nmetal used for plutoniump
government reactors at Richland, Washington, and Ai ken, South Carolina.
processed, but on a smaller scale. The site produced urani um and ot her
37 years.

Production activities were stopped in 1989, and the production mss
was formally ended in 1991. The Feed Materials Production Center (FMPC)
on the National Priorities List in 1989. Subsequently the site was rena
reflecting its new mission of environnmental restoration. This current m
with the requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpe
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents a
Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA), here after jointly referred to as CE
Nati onal O and Hazardous Substances Poll ution Contingency Plan (NCP).

The CERCLA activities for the FEMP are defined by several agreenents
the primary governing regulations, including the follow ng:

O In 1986, DOE entered into a Federal Facilities Conpliance Agreene
(FFCA) with the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) that p
for a Renmedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and renedi
the site.

0O In 1988, DOE entered into a Consent Decree with the State of Chio
provi ded for nanagenent of water pollution and hazardous wastes.
was anended by the Stipulated Anmendnent to the Consent Decree, in
1993.

2Throughout this Record of Decision for InterimRenedial Action, the acr
t hough it was known as the FMPC when in operation and al so on the Nation
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O In 1990, DOE and EPA entered into a Consent Agreenent that anende
1986 FFCA

O In 1991, the 1990 Consent Agreenent was anended. The Anended
Consent Agreenent (EPA 1991 a) defined five distinct operable un
site: Qperable Unit 1, the Waste Pit Area (waste pits 1-6, clear
bernms, liners, and soil within the operable unit boundary); Opera
QO her Waste Units (flyash piles, other south field di sposal areas
ponds, solid waste landfill, bernms, liners, and soil within the o



boundary); Operable Unit 3, the Production Area; Operable Unit 4,
(silos 1-4, berns, decant tank system and soil within the operab
boundary); QOperable Unit 5, Environnental Media (groundwater, sur
wat er, soil not included in the definitions of Operable Units 1-4
flora and fauna). A Conprehensive Site-Wde Qperable Unit was als
defined in the Amended Consent Agreenent. |In addition, the Amende
Consent Agreenent defined several EPA-approved renobval actions wh
represented major projects within QU3 and which will be coordi nat
the selected renmedy fromthis Record of Decision (ROD)

This Record of Decision for Interim Renedial Action (subsequently re
| ROD) addresses QU3, which consists of the former Production Area, produ
facilities and equi pnment, and all support facilities. It incorporates a
grade inprovenents, including, but not limted to: all structures, equ
tanks, solid waste, waste products, thorium effluent |ines, K-65 transf
treatnment facilities, fire training facilities, scrap nmetal and soil pi
pile.

The former Production Area occupi es about 136 acres near the center
contai ns many buil dings, scrap nmetal piles, containerized materials, sto
| ot, roads, railroad tracks, above-ground and underground tanks, utilit
Several inpoundnents, ponds, and basins are also included. QU3 does not
i nclude the soil and groundwater under the various facilities. These en
i nportant as potential pathways between sources of contamination in the
the various potential receptors. Soil and groundwater renediation wll
Qperable Unit 5 (QOUS).

3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COVMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

At the FEMP, selection of the interimrenedial action for OU3 was co
accordance with the requirenments of CERCLA. The Proposed Pl an/ Environne
for InterimRenedial Action (DOE 1993c) was devel oped and submitted to t
revi ew and conment on Decenber 8, 1993. A notice of availability for a
conment period was published on Decenber 8, 1993 in the |egal section of
Enquirer, Hamilton Journal -News, and Harrison Press newspapers. In an a
| arger segnent of the public, display advertisenments were run in the sam
on Decenber 15, 1993 announcing the public coment period and the public
on January 5, 1994. Al so on Decenber 15, 1993 an announcenent of the pu
period and a fact sheet were mailed to approxi mately 1,000 stakehol ders
radius of the site as well as other key stakeholders and the nmedia. An
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advertisenent for the public neeting was published in the Ham |ton Journ
Harrison Press on Decenber 29, 1993 and in the Cincinnati Enaquirer on J

The Proposed Pl an/ Environmental Assessnment, along with other documnen
adm ni strative record, have been nade avail able for public review at the
I nformati on Center, JAMIEK Buil di ng, 10845 Ham |ton-C eves Hi ghway, Harr
45030. An additional location of the administrative record is also main
Regi on 5, Waste Managemrent Division Records Center, 77 West Jackson Bou
[I1inois 60604.

During the public neeting on January 5, 1994, the Proposed Pl an/Envi
Assessnment was discussed in detail. The format for the neeting included
guesti on and answer session, and a formal public coment session. Durin
the public's request, DCE extended the comrent period for another 30 day
8, 1994. Representatives from DOE and Chi o EPA (OEPA) answered question



to coments about the renedial alternatives under consideration. During
witten and oral comments were received and are attached as Appendix B o
transcript fromthis public neeting is contained in the admnistrative r

Judgi ng fromthe coments made during the public neeting, residents
addi ti onal expl anation about the purpose of the Proposed Pl an/Environmen
well as nore information about the preferred alternative. |ssues of par
public were material transportation, interimstorage facilities, air non
of the requirenments of CERCLA and the National Environnental Policy Act
nore i nformation about the regul atory process, DCOE hel d a roundtabl e nee
1994 to discuss the CERCLA/ NEPA i ntegration approach for the site and QU

Based on the witten and oral comments received during the 60-day pu
peri od, a responsiveness sumary was devel oped and is attached as Append
| ROD. Copies of the witten and oral comrents are contai ned in Appendi x
docunent presents the selected renedial action for the FEMP chosen in ac
CERCLA, and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The decision for this
admnistrative record; a listing of the adm nistrative record for this d
Appendi x C.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

The Amended Consent Agreenment defined five operable units to organiz
eval uation and sel ection of appropriate actions to renediate the FEMP
strategy for cleanup is the renediati on of each individual operable unit
anong the operable units with respect to treatnent or disposition option
The proposed interimrenedial action for QU3 represents a major portion
action for the operable unit and for the site as a whole. The QU3 RI/FS
renmedial action ROD will contribute the remaining portion (treatnment and
generated by the interimrenedial action) to the overall QU3 cleanup str

Renedi al actions for each operable unit will be coordinated to achie
reduction for the FEMP. The selected QU3 interimrenedial action will b
pl anned future actions for QU3 and the entire site, and will not preclud
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the expected final remedy. The interimand final renmedial actions for O
ot her operable unit renedial and renoval actions will constitute the ove
FEMP

Many buil di ngs, equi pment and other facilities contained within QU3
radi ol ogi cal and ot her hazardous substances that exceed certain standard
protecting hunan health and the environnent. The presence of these conta
i n ongoi ng exposures to workers and presents an unacceptable threat to o
t hrough the potential for rel ease.

Wi |l e DCE mai ntains an active mmi ntenance program the forner uraniu
support facilities contained within QU3 are, in general, at or beyond th
state of advancing deterioration. These current conditions indicate an
of future rel eases of hazardous substances to the environment due to str
other failure nmechanisns. While the DOE and EPA are proceeding toward a
final disposition of these structures as part of the QU3 RI/FS process,
fromthis effort will not likely occur until late 1997.

DCE, as the |l ead agency for the FEMP, has the responsibility to redu
to human health and the environnent. Therefore, DOE is inplenenting an
action in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP to accel erate the cl eanup p



by elimnating potential sources of contam nant rel eases to the environm
interimrenedy is the decontam nati on and di smant!| enment of contam nated
equi prent, and facilities within QU3. Included within the scope of this
is renpval of all QU3 facilities, including former uranium processing bu
support structures, above-, at-, and belowgrade utilities, and identif

This action is considered reasonable due to: (1) the early opportun
cl eanup actions to address the advanced state of facility deterioration
for contanmi nant release; (2) the resulting reduced exposures to site wor
substantial cost savings to the public fromreduced mai nt enance costs; a
future |l and use as yet identified for the QU3 facilities. Therefore, DO
of these facilities to be a prudent neasure to ensure the protection of
envi ronnent .

An InterimRenedial Action Renedial Design/Renedial Action (RDRA) W
be i ssued subsequent to the IROD, to provide nore details on how facilit
decont am nat ed and di snantl ed, consistent with the selected interimrene
Renedi ati on plans associated with current Renpval No. 13 (Plant 1 Oe S
No. 19 (Plant 7 Dismantling) will forma basis to devel op and support th
Action RD/RA Wrk Pian design. Before inplenentation of this interimre
anticipated that both of these renpbval actions will be conplete or nearl
| essons | earned fromthe design and inplenentation of these renoval act
i ncorporated into the InterimRenedial Action RO RA Wrk Plan and subseq

The selected interimrenedial action will be coordinated and integra
approved removal actions or newy identified renoval actions. It is ant
renoval actions will be conpleted before beginning the interimrenedia

exceptions are the currently ongoing renoval actions: Renoval of Waste
No. 9), Safe Shutdown (Rermpval No. 12), Inproved Storage of Soil and Deb
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17), and Asbestos Abatenent (Renoval No. 26). These renpval actions are
in nature and represent actions being applied to the site as a whole. E
actions is connected to the interimrenedial action and requires coordin
ensure effective inplenentation

Cont am nat ed environnental nmedia, including soils and groundwater in the
of underlying the QU3 facilities, are being addressed within OU5, which
nedia on a site-wide basis. Interfaces between OU3 and OU5 will be requ
renoval of above-, at-, and belowgrade facilities in coordination with
environnental nmedia. QU3 interfaces with QUs 1, 2, and 4 are physically
boundari es established around each operable unit; however, renediation a
storage facilities planning for all operable units are coordinated to ma
avai | abl e resources and limted space.

The effect of this selected interimrenedial action will be to isolate de
concer ni ng decontam nation and di smantl ement activities fromthose conce
di sposition of wastes and potentially allow decontam nation and di snant|
structures and facilities to begin four years ahead of the current Amend
schedule. Since the interimaction will renbve the buildings and struct
decontami nati on and di smantlement, the final remedial action ROD will no
technol ogi es or process options. The QU3 RI/FS will focus upon the eva
treatment technol ogi es, and net hods and | ocations for the final disposit
renmedi ati on wastes. Through inplenentation of this interimrenedial act
remedi al action decision, all of OU3 will be renediated. For this docum
waste" is defined as any material generated as a result of the CERCLA in



and is not meant to necessarily indicate the applicability of the regula
mat eri al

In parallel with the conpletion of the OU3 RI Report, final treatnment and
options will be considered in the QU3 FS Report. Upon issuing the fina
ROD for treatnent and disposition, materials generated during the interi
be controll ed and nanaged to neet the requirenents of the final renedi a
to provide a total renediation approach. Discussion of this unified rem
provided within the ROy RA Work Pl an issued subsequent to the final rened

To support this decision, DOE devel oped a Proposed Pl an/ Environnental Ass
whi ch eval uated renedial alternatives and docunmented the preferred alter
renmedi al action. To provide a NEPA review for the action, the Proposed
Assessnment was witten to incorporate NEPA values at the |evel of an Env
Assessnent. Based on the analyses in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental As
has determned that the selected interimrenedial action is not a nmgjor
significantly affecting the quality of the human environnent, within the
Therefore, the preparati on of an Environnental |npact Statenent is not n
issue a finding of no significant inpact (FONSI).

5.0 SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The processes and operations within the forner Production Area at the FEM
the use of a variety of source feed naterials and ot her radioactive and
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bot h producti on and secondary operations. The production operations als
variety of waste nmaterials containing both radiol ogi cal and chenical con
operations at the FEMP, material handling procedures resulted in chemca
contam nation within many OU3 facilities. As as result, these facilitie
and future sources of environmental contam nation

Table 5-1 presents the volunes of materials estinated to be within t
Al of the materials have been grouped into the major categories |isted
second colum gives the estimated volunes of materials provided in the F
I nformati on Manual (DOE 1 1993a) and portrays in-place volunes as the ma
current state. The third colum represents estimted bul king factors fr
Pl an/ Envi ronment al Assessment (DOE 1993c) that would supply to in-place
di smantl ement actions occur. This results in a total estinmated bul ked v
the fourth colum. The bulking factors represent the anticipated increa
materials as a result of the dismantlenment activities.

Table 5-1 Total Volune of OU3 Materials

I n-Pl ace Bul ki ng Totel Bu

Medi a Vol une (cubic Yards) Percent (% Vol une (c
Concrete 88, 000 130 114, 00
Cenent Bl ock 11, 000 130 14, 30
St eel 2,100 300 6, 30

Transite 1, 500 120 1, 80



Gt her Met al 5, 600 200 11, 20

Soi | / Rubbl e 36, 000 100 36, 00
Asphal t 16, 500 130 21,50
Qt her 110, 000 200 220, 00
Tot al 270, 700 425,10

The foll owi ng subsections present an overvi ew of contan nant pat hway
routes snd existing information on chemcal, radiological, and m xed was
associated with the QU3 facilities. This summary is based upon data pre
RI/FS Work Pl an Addendum (DCE 1993d) wherein additional information is a

5.1 Potential Contam nant Pat hways and Exposure Routes

Fromt he sources of contamination in OU3, contaninants coul d potent
nunerous pathways to reach potential receptors. Each pathway that poten
contribute significantly overall risks if QU3 renediation is not underta
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O Air: Renovable contanination from building surfaces, equipment,
contai nerized waste, piles of waste and contam nated soils could be
suspended into the air as particul ates by wind action or by hunman act
Exposure routes for the air pathway could include inhalation, dernma
contact, and ingestion

0 Goundwater: Material from QU3 conponents could cause groundwater
contam nation through direct |eakage from buildings and structures to
perched groundwat er and | eaching of contam nants fromsoils surround
bui |l di ngs and structures. Exposure routes for the groundwater pathwa
could include ingestion, inhalation and dermal contact during showeri
human consunption of |ivestock and crops that used groundwater, and
dermal contact during incidental activities.

0 Surface Water and Sedinents: Surface waters and associated sedi ments
of Paddys Run and its tributaries could be contam nated by runoff fro
| eaks or spills, the erosion of contam nants fromsoil piles, and the
deposition of contam nated particulates originating from buil ding and
storage pad surfaces. Exposure routes for this pathway coul d include
human consunpti on of contani nated water, dermal contact during
recreational activities (e.g., swinmng), incidental sedinent ingest
radi ati on exposure, consunption of livestock watered with contam nate
surface waters, consunption of crops irrigated with contam nated surf
wat ers, and consunption of fish fromcontanm nated surface waters.

O Soil: Soils represent a potential exposure pathway to hunman receptor
i nci dental ingestion, pica, dernal contact, and direct radiation. Ho
soils are not considered a primary source of contam nation in QU3 bec
envi ronnental nedia are addressed under OU5.

0 Direct Contact: Direct contact allows the direct transfer of contam
fromwaste materials or contam nated conmponents to a receptor. This
take place through direct irradiation fromcontani nated buil ding mate



or direct exposure to contam nated components or wastes by derma
contact or ingestion

5.2 Radi ol ogi cal Contam nation

Hi storical informati on and process know edge indicate that the prima
contam nants in OU3 are uranium (isotopes 234, 235, 236, 238, and, to a
233), thorium (isotopes 228, 230, and 232), radium (isotopes 226 and 228
associ at ed daughters, including isotopes of |ead and pol onium Addition
QU3, which have been identified through analysis, include isotopes of ne
technetium strontium cesium and americium

Thr ough the ongoi ng radi ation protection programat the FEMP, radi at
structures is available. As part of this program the follow ng radiolo
col | ect ed:
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0 Radiation smear and direct neasurenents for nmany individual OU3
structures,

O Snear and direct survey informati on on sone abandoned i n-pl ace
equi pnent ,

0 Radon-222 snd radon-220 nonitoring, and

O Airborne al pha and beta radi ati on concentrati ons.

It should be noted that although some radiol ogical information is av
structures and facilities, not all of this radiological information is ¢
structure or facility within OQU3, and speciation of radioactive isotopes
avail able at the current tine.

5.3 Chem cal Contam nation

Current data on chemical contami nation within OU3 is based on chemc
process know edge for the 37 years of operations. This data is largely
and is presented in the QU3 RI/FS Wrk Plan Addendum The information p
Appendi x B of the QU3 RI/FS Wrk Pl an Addendum represents potential cont
may be present in the facilities. Additional characterization of QU3 in
contam nation data will be gathered as part of ongoing Rl activities. T
integrated with the remedi al design activities to inplenment the sel ected
action.

Several classes of chem cal or contam nant groups of potential envir
may exi st in QU3. Principal chem cal contam nant groups of concern are
i norgani cs, volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), semvolatile organic conp
asbest os, polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCBs), and other materials such as
lubricating and heat treating. Based on the nmaterials and relative volu
used at the site during operations, it is expected that radi ol ogical con
significant source of carcinogenic risk than chem cal contani nants.

Field characterization activities are scheduled to precede the sel ec
action. The results fromthe field characterization will be used in dev
i npl enent the action for each conponent. Data will be used to develop h
requi renents and to design nonitoring, decontam nation, dismantlenent, p
transportation, and storage systens. Use of appropriate field nmonitorin
enpl oyed during inplenentstion of the selected interimrenedial action t
exposur es.

5.4 Hazardous Waste Managenment Units



The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program at the FEM
identifies a total of 43 Hazardous Waste Managenent Units (HWMJs) (36 in
active units for storage of hazardous waste during remediation) within O
strategy for these HWMJs is currently being negotiated with OCEPA. The
negoti ati ons woul d enploy three different closure strategies. Clean clo
be conplete for 17 of the inactive units before the interimsection fie
that unit/conmponent. The renmmining 19 inactive units would be renedi ate
CERCLA/ RCRA integration process associated with the selected interimrem
is currently being devel oped. Each of the seven active units would be c
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after hazardous or m xed waste storage is no longer required of these un
intent to close has been provided to OEPA

5.5 M xed Waste

M xed wastes are hazardous (RCRA) wastes that also include radiol og
contam nants. Radi ol ogi cal contanination appears to be relatively w des
many structures in OU3. Based on past materials handling practices and
cont am nants, some of the materials and wastes associated with OU3 faci
the category of m xed waste. M xed wastes resulting fromthe sel ected
action will be nanaged in accordance with RCRA requirenents. The vol une
included in this category are currently uncertain

6.0 SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

QU3 consists of over 200 buildings and structures, including the pro
facilities at the FEMP, a large quantity of drumed inventory and waste,
soil and scrap netal. |In particular, the process facilities are conpl ex
netal | urgi cal process plants that contain equi pnent, process |lines, dust
tanks, sunps, and dikes. QU3 contains no environnental nedia except for
excavated soil piles; the contam nated nmedia in QU3 are generally the co
contained in the structures. Although DCE mai ntains an active nmintenan
facilities in QU3 are generally at or beyond their design |lives and in a
deterioration. For exanple, |ong-termexposure to nitric acid funes and
urani um di gestion process contained in Plant 2/3 has eroded the buil ding
Additionally, areas of Plant 6 and the thorium storage buildings (64 and
deteriorated state and provide insufficient |ong-termprotection of the
el ements. Various sunps contain contam nants that could potentially be
groundwat er. Significant maintenance and renovation woul d be required
to maintain the integrity of the structures, w thout guarantee of contam

On the basis of process know edge, the nobst significant potential co
are expected to be uranium and thorium and their decay products, along w
netal s, solvents, PCBs, and asbestos. These contami nants are expected t
primarily in the fornmer processing and nai ntenance buil dings and i n wast
asbestos occurs in nost of the original buildings at the site.

Under current conditions, the primary routes by which individuals co
QU3 contam nants are direct radiation, inhalation, and absorption of the
in the OU3 structures. Small quantities of contam nants, such as uraniu
rel eased to the air and di scharged to surface water from sources in the
a potential exists for releases of contam nants to groundwater from bui
pi pi ng, or other contam nated equi prent.

Exposures of on-site workers and site visitors to contam nants coul d



t he exposure of any trespassers in QU3. However, because DCE controls a
at this time, trespassers are not expected to have access to contam nate
site workers currently have the highest |ikelihood of significant exposu
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contam nants. Radi ol ogi cal doses to individuals currently working on-s
standards and actual individual doses are relatively |ow conpared to tho

Near by off-site residents and users of foodstuffs produced near the
exposed to contam nants rel eased from OU3. However, risks associated w
QU3 contami nants are currently |l ow for such off-site residents. It is e
hypot heti cal naximally exposed off-site individual currently receives a
dose fromthe FEMP (exclusive of the dose received fromradon, which or
from non-QOU3 sources) of about 1 milliremas referenced in the 1992 Site
Report (DCE 1993e). This dose corresponds to an excess risk of about 6
hypot heti cal individual will develop cancer as a result of the exposure.
to the natural radiation exposure received by an individual flying in an
for approximtely two hours. Because QU3 contributes only a fraction of
annual dose fromthe site as a whole, this estinmate provides an upper bo
carcinogenic risk to an off-site individual that results fromradiol ogic
QU3. This is a snmall fraction of the dose received by the individual as
to natural background radiation

Carci nogeni ¢ risks associated with exposures to chemicals fromor wthin
expected to be less than the risks associated with the exposures to rad
on to basis of the materials utilized at the site. Non-carcinogenic eff
chem cal contaminants fromor within OU3 have not been quantified but ar
to be low. Inits current state, OU3 poses no significant threat to hum
access controls of contam nated areas are nmmintained and facilities and
systens are nmintai ned.

However, significant rel ease of contam nants and resulting exposures cou
no remedi ation of QU3 is undertaken, even if access controls are nmainta
concern for OU3 is the potential for increased future risks as structure
i ncreasing the potential for the release of contam nants. Actual or thr
hazar dous substances from QU3 in the future nay present an imm nent and
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

nterimrenedi al action alternatives were devel oped in accordance with th
CFR 300) and EPA's Cuidance for Conducting RI/FS Under CERCLA (EPA 1988)
Action" alternative was considered in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental As
represented an "as is" condition for all facilities in OU3 with no furth
Under that alternative, none of the approved renpval actions, other futu
or mmi ntenance activities would have been inplenented. Al facilities w
abandoned and allowed to deteriorate further, with resulting increased p
of radioactive and other contami nants to the environment. Because no ac
and the NCP threshold criterion for overall protection of human health a
woul d not be net, the No Action Alternative was screened fromfurther co
foll owi ng subsections identify the interimrenedial action alternatives

| ROD.
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7.1 Alternative 1 -- No Interim Action

The "No Interim Action" Alternative involves the continuation of all cur
prograns. No acceleration of site renmediation would occur under this a
alternative assunes that existing and approved renoval actions and site

prograns woul d continue. As required, additional renoval actions m ght

m nimze potential risks. Oher than ongoi ng mai ntenance activities and
actions, no further containnent, stabilization, or renoval of contam nat
woul d be included in the scope of this alternative. Final renmedial act

woul d be determined in the final renmedial action ROD, presently schedul e
draft to EPA in April 1997. This alternative would not incur additiona
t he baseline for cost conparison

7.2 Alternative 2 -- Decontaninate Surfaces Only

Alternative 2 involves in-situ gross decontam nation of interior and
of QU3 above-grade structures and di sposition of generated wastes throug
prograns. In-situ decontanination of facilities within QU3 would be pur
rel eases of contam nants to the environnment. This alternative would red
contam nation |l evels, thereby reducing direct exposure potential, as we
sources for w nd-borne or water-borne contanination. Al previously app
mai nt enance activities, and presently approved renoval actions would con
alternative. As required, additional renmoval actions m ght be proposed
to further mnimze potential risks.

The net hods that woul d be used for renoving gross surface contam nat
depend on the type and | evel of contamination present and the matrix on w
exanpl e, concrete block, transite, steel, etc). Surface decontam nation
be selected fromproven and effective techniques. Surface decontam natio
be used to renmove contanmination frominterior and exterior walls, floors,
structural nenmbers. Vacuum systens and/or directed air flow would be ut
reduce the potential for contam nant rel ease and m gration during the dec
activities. Table 7-1 lists a variety of proven, potential decontam nat
woul d be effective for use with the inplenentation of the action. The ul
decont ani nati on technol ogies would not be limted to these listed. New a
t echnol ogi es devel oped fromthe OU3 RI/FS Treatability Studies would be
t he process as appropriate.

Secondary liquid and/or solid waste streans generated during inplene
Alternative 2 would be treated to the extent feasible using existing site
fully conmpliant with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
considered (TBC) criteria identified in Section 10.2 to facilitate the ac
is tinely and protective of human health and the environment. Al activi
be in compliance with health and safety regulations and will follow the p
(as |l ow as reasonably achi evable). Decontam nation actions within HAMJ a
separated fromactions in non-HWU areas to mninize generating mxed was

After conpletion of this action, substantial renovable contam nation
under, and around equi pnent, corners, roofs, utilities, and piping. An a
decont ani nati on procedure would then be necessary during dismantlenent ac
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the final remedial action ROD. Additionally, after decontam nation the
remain in their current state of structural deterioration with ongoing m
potentially contam nating areas previously decontani nated.



It is estimated that about 900, 000 person-hours would be required to
Alternative 2. Using an assunption for reasonable funding levels, it is
decontani nation activities would take about 4 years and utilize approxim
workers. This alternative would cost an estimated $82 million (in 1994

7.3 Alternative 3 -- Decontam nate and Di smantl e

Alternative 3 primarily involves the decontam nation and di smant!| ene
facilities and structures and the interimstorage of the resulting waste
action ROD. Inplementing Alternative 3 would effectively separate rened
concerni ng the decontam nation and di smantl enment of OU3 structures from
concerning material and/or waste treatnent and disposition. GCenerally,
treatment and di sposition would be addressed by the ongoing RI/FS proces
provided in the final remedial action ROD for OQU3. All activities perfo
conpliance with ARARs and health and safety regulations and will follow
ALARA (as | ow as reasonably achi evable).

CGeneral ly before inplenentation of the interimaction within a faci
actions will have been conpleted. The Safe Shutdown renoval action, for
probably have conpleted its assigned actions, the existing drumed waste
wi || have been renoved previously (either dispositioned off-site or relo

TABLE 7-1 Potential Decontam nation Technol ogi es

Technol ogy Medi a Sec
Brushi ng, scraping, w ping Any solid Dry res
Scrubbi ng (manual or Concrete, metal, plastic, Residue
nmechani cal ) transite
Scabbl i ng Concrete Concrete
Vacuum ng Any Col l ecte
Pressurized steam Concrete, nmnetal Wt res
Strippabl e coating Any surface Coati ng
Water jet (high or |ow Concrete, netal, plastic, Contanin
pressure transite
Shot bl asti ng Metal s, concrete Shot and
Git blasting Metal s, concrete Git and
CQ2 pellet blasting Concrete, metals, plastic, Residue

pai nted surfaces

Chem cal foans, gels, Met al s Foans, ¢
past es renoved
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facilities), and, where appropriate, friable asbestos will have been ren



Asbest os Abatement renoval action. Facilities that are being used for s
wastes will likely be renediated |ast unless stored materials within it
di sposi ti oned.

The primary scope of Alternative 3 is renobval of gross surface conta
material in structures, disnmantlenment of structures, and interimstorage
material/ wastes. G oss surface decontanmination for this alternative wo
techni ques descri bed under Alternative 2. To the extent practical, al
recycling and minimze waste generation. 1In order to facilitate the inp
interimrenedial action and prevent constraints due to storage space |lim
gquantity of wastes would be shipped off-site to the Nevada Test Site (NT

After decontam nation, the next step in the sequence of inplenenting
remedi al action is the dismantlenent of the structures. Most of the fac
this action are buildings. The remaining various structures include suc
utilities, storage pads, roads, railroads, ponds and basins. Because na
other structures are unique in terns of construction type and past use,
nmet hods woul d vary with both building/structure type and configuration
types are identified as generally representative of buildings at the sit

Structural steel with transite siding and roofing facilities (fo
4, 5, 6, and 9);

Concrete block with built-up or conposite roofing (for exanple,
Admi ni stration building and Services building);

Pre-engineered facilities with netal siding and roofing (for exa
newer RCRA storage warehouses);

Wbod franme with wood siding and netal roofing structures (for ex
t he guard houses);

Tensi on support structures: and

pen steel frame structures (for exanple, the Nitric Acid Recove

oo o o o g

Decont am nati on and di snmant| ement procedures woul d be custom zed to
uni que features of any structure, as well as specific contam nants ident
ARARs, and HWWs | ocated within the structure.

The foll owi ng procedure presents an exanple applicable to the disman
typi cal process building. The action would begin by renmoving yard struc
exterior equi pment and machinery that could restrict heavy equi pnent nob
renoval operations. The surface decontam nati on process would typically
of f the structure or areas of the structure and applying directed air f
filtration to control airborne particles. A variety of surface decontam
then be enployed to reduce the potential for generation of airborne cont
structure dismantlenent. The di smantl enent process of the facilities th
typically begin with the renoval of asbestos materials followed, genera
of electrical equiprment, piping, water lines, gas lines, tanks, heating,
conditioning (HVAC) duct work, and electrical l|ines. Depending on the s
dismantling activities may vary. For instance, the renoval of transite
proceed fromw thin the building outward. The |ast steps of the di smant
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the renoval of any air filtration apparatus and the renoval of the roof,
internal structural nenbers.

After above-grade decontam nation and di smantl enent, foundations, s
woul d be decontamnminated or stabilized to mininmize further soil contam na
foundati ons, slabs, pads, and subsurface utilities (pipes, electrical |
schedul ed to coincide with QU5 renmedi al actions involving soil excavatio



Materials resulting fromdisnmantl enent of the facilities would be se
groups: one would go to interimstorage facilities until the final rene
the other would be containerized and transported off-site. Materials se
of f-site would either be recycl able/reusable materials or non-recycl abl e
materials and would be subject to the 10%Ilimtation on the quantity of
di spositioned off-site.

Eval uation factors for the determination of which materials are reco
or non-recoverable include, but are not limted to, the follow ng: econ
avai | abl e decontam nati on and/or treatnent technol ogies, volume of secon
generated, nmonitoring capabilities, applicable contamnation limts, ava
materials, and the availability of disposition options. Materials trans
recycled or reused to the naxi mum extent practical. As stated, opportun
resource recovery, recycling, and waste mnim zation would be factored
process for each activity conducted under the interimrenedi al action
of being recycled woul d be dispositioned in accordance with the applicab
criteria.

The remaining naterials that can not be dispositioned off-site would
interimstorage until the final renedial action ROD for QU3 is issued.
material type, some sorting and packagi ng nmight be required for transpor
materials to interimstorage. For exanple, asbestos insulation fromduc
or boxed and structural steel would probably be transported in covered d
Materials that cannot be recycled or reused and that have no potential t
packaged for final disposition at NTS before being placed in interimsto

Table 7-2 details the estimted volunme of materials from Appendi x G
Pl an/ Environnental Assessnent (DOE 1993d) to be addressed by this alter
interval period before the final renedial action ROD for OU3. These vo
estimated quantity of material to be managed through interimstorage or

Dust resuspension occurring frommaterial and waste novenents on sit
m nim zed by use of the existing paved roadways and t he use of dust cont
necessary. Loose naterials would be packaged and | oads woul d be covered
as necessary, to reduce the potential for contami nant rel ease and m grat
structural steel, or other nmaterials which do not have high levels of re
contam nation would |ikely be stored wi thout additional packaging. Spec
requirenents for the various types of wastes and materials that would be
Alternative 3 are outlined in the Removal Action No. 17 Work Plan, Inpro
and Debris (DOE 1993b).

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Table 7-2 Interval Period Bul k Vol unel Esti mates

Stored Vol une y Shi pped Vol une Potenti a
Medi a (cubi c yards) (cubi c yards) Di sposi t
Concr et e/ Cement Bl ock 1, 600 0 N A
Structural Steel 0 600 Recyc
M scel | aneous Met al 800 2,000 Recycl
Equi pnent 12, 600 8, 500 Of-S

Transite 0 400 O f-S



O her 0 5, 700 O f-Si

Decont am nati on Resi dues 1, 300 1, 300 Of-S

1 Volune is based on total bulk volune estimtes wi thout applying conta

2 Stored volune indicates materials held in interimstorage for potentia
ROD.

3 The anticipated disposition for each nedia may change due to re-eval ua
treat ment/ decont am nation

options.

To prevent constraints on the decontam nation and di snantl enment act
storage space limtations for the resulting construction debris, alimt
woul d be shipped off-site for disposition. A maxinum of 10 percent of a
generated by inplementing Alternative 3 (42,500 cubic yards as cal cul ate
woul d potentially be shipped for disposition and recycling prior to the
deci si on being deternmined by the final renedial action ROD for the nmjor
The 10 percent linmtation on waste volunes allowed to be dispositioned o
percent of the total QU3 volume of renedi ation wastes generated; this wa
whi ch woul d assure that a final disposition decision would not be biased

Smal | quantities of non-recoverable and non-recyclable naterials des
di spositioning would be containerized, using strong-tight contai ners suc
(burial volume 4 cubic yards) and/or SealLand containers (burial volune o
and shipped off/site by truck for disposition at the NTS. The identific
docunent does not preclude the use of other |icensed disposal facilities
requirenents for these facilities are met. Followi ng NEPA revi ew, these
consi dered as options for receipt of interimrenedi al action wastes.

The shi pment of wastes would be to the extent practical to facilitat
the interimrenedial action by ensuring the availability of adequate on-
quantity of non-recoverabl e/ non-recyclable nmaterials estimated to be dis
before the final renedial section ROD is approximtely 15,900 cubic yard
approxi nately 650 truck shipnents over a 3, 300-kiloneter trip to the NTS
does not preclude the use of rail transport if rail |ines becone avail ab
peri od.
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The proposed tension support structures are designed only for tenpor
an intended design life of 25 years, and as such cannot be used for |ong
intent of building these facilities is twofold: for use as an interimo
for wastes generated fromthe action if existing storage space is not av
a staging area to support segregation, packaging, and transportation of
di sposition. To mnimze constructing additional interimstorage facil
space within buildings or on the Plant 1 Pad would be utilized for inter
to the maxi num extent practicable. |f storage and staging space is obta
facilities, it would not be necessary to construct all of the planned in

The final decision for material disposal, whether on-site or off-sit
part of the QU3 final remedial action ROD in 1997, will deternmne the |lo
of QU3 renediation wastes including materials in interimstorage and the
A decision for on-site disposition of renmediati on wastes woul d precl ude
storage structures for permanent storage and woul d require construction



specifically to neet the stringent requirenments of permanent disposal

is for on-site or off-site disposal, the interimstorage structures woul
enough to support staging operations for renediation wastes resulting fr
activities. Therefore, the tineframe for use of the structures is depen
deci sion for disposition of the QU3 renediati on wastes, which is expecte
1997. Once staging is no |longer necessary to support renedi ati on waste

structures would be renobved as part of the QU3 interimrenedial action a
wast es woul d be di spositioned as part of the QU3 final renedial action

If existing storage space is unavail able, the design, siting, procur
and operation of interimstorage facilities (approximately five as prese
be used to store the denolition debris and secondary renedi ati on wastes
decontani nation and di smantl enent action. The interimstorage facilitie
envi si oned woul d each be approximately 100 feet wi de and 400 feet |long a
approxi nately 30,000 square feet of usable floor space and approxi mately
of storage space. These facilities are planned to store wastes generate
because the storage space necessary to support the action is not current
storage space within existing buildings or on the Plant 1 Pad becones av
utilized to the maxi num extent possible, as opposed to construction of t
facilities.

Based upon estimated naxi mum storage capacity needs, five storage fa
addition to the first phase of Renobval Action No. 17, the Central Storag
presently envisioned. A worst-case interimstorage situation would only
generated by the interimrenedial action is not dispositioned off-site a
available in existing facilities. This would result in the construction
facilities. However, it is anticipated that storage space would be ava
and that a portion of material can be dispositioned off-site resulting
storage facility needs.

To address the public's concern regarding a potential increase in a
concentrations above natural background |evels, stringent engineering co
applied to ensure the safety of workers and the general public. Conplem
controls used to mnimze rel eases, the extensive air nonitoring program
continue to nonitor air at both the site perinmeter and at nearby |l ocatio
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cleanup activities. Mobile air sanplers would be used in work area to e
activity is naintained at |ow |l evels as a supplenent to the existing air
I f airborne concentrations are detected above background | evels at nearb
contingency neasures would be inplenmented to reduce contani nant enission
wor k coul d be stopped, exposed areas covered or otherw se controlled, an
neasures could be increased prior to restarting work to ensure that near
general public are not exposed to unacceptabl e hunan health risks.

Envi ronnental nonitoring and ongoi ng mai nt enance woul d be conduct ed
decontani nation and di smantling activities and during the interimstorag
with the CSF. Adninistrative and engineering controls would be utilized
i npl enentation of the interimrenedial section to control airborne em ss
and maintain a safe work environment.

Usi ng an assunption for reasonable funding levels, prelimnary estim
that the decontam nation and di smantl enent section woul d take approxi nate
conplete and utilize approximatelv 160 full-tine workers to performthe d
di smant | enent section and other mscell aneous activities along with appro
supplying the interimstorage efforts. It is estimted that about 6 m ||
be required to inplenment Alternative 3, not including efforts related to



and mai ntenance. The cost of this alternative, in 1994 dollars, is estim
and includes the decontam nation and di smantl enent of the QU3 buil dings a
interimstorage of debris, containers, transportation, and disposition of
material and renediati on waste at the NTS. This cost does not include th
mai nt enance costs associated with maintaining the structures each year

8.0 SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

In this section, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are conpared to allow sele
alternative. This conparative evaluation is perforned based on the NCP' s
criteria. These nine criteria fall within three categories: threshold,
The threshold criteria are overall protection of hunan health and the env
conpliance with ARARs. Unless a specific ARAR is waived, each alternativ
threshold criteria in order to be eligible for selection. The five prina
long termeffectiveness and pernanence; short-term effectiveness; reduct
nobility, or volume through treatnent; inplenentability; and cost. State
acceptance are nodifying criteria that shall be considered in renedy sele
are listed and briefly defined bel ow

0 Overall protection of human health and the environnent addresses how
alternative, as a whole, achieves and naintains protection of hunan
and the environnent.

00 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs) addresses how the alternative conplies with ARARs and ot her
infornmation from advi sories, criteria, and gui dance that the | ead an
agenci es have agreed is "to be considered".

0 Long-termeffectiveness evaluates the long-term effectiveness of
alternatives in maintaining protection of human health and the envir
after response objectives have been net.
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0 Short-termeffectiveness exani nes the effectiveness of alternat
protecting hunan health and the environnent during the construc
i npl enentation of a renmedy until response objectives have been

0 Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volunme through treatnent ev

antici pated performance of the specific treatnment technol ogies

alternative nmay enpl oy.

| mpl enentability addresses the technical and adm nistrative fea

alternatives and the availability of required goods and service

Cost evaluates the capital and operation and mai nt enance costs

alternative

State acceptance reflects the state's apparent preferences anpn

concerns about the alternatives.

Conmuni ty acceptance reflects the conmunity's apparent preferen

anong or concerns about the alternatives.

o o o 0O

QU3 structures have generally exceeded their design |life and no use
for them other than support for renmedial activities at the site. Intim
a safety hazard. Therefore, DOE proposes eventual decontanination and d
the facilities i ndependent of the interimrenedi al action inplenented.
conparison of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 presented here assunes eventual d
di smantl ement of QU3 facilities. This assunes that if Alternative 3 is
decontami nati on and di smantlenment will occur under the final renedial ac
conparative evaluation of the alternatives for interimrenedial action
Sections 8.1 through 8.9.



8.1 Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnment

Wt hout eventual renediation, protection of human health and the env
not be ensured for the extended future because, over tine, contam nants
groundwat er and be released via air to off-site receptors, resulting in
Therefore, through either the interimor final renedial action for QOU3,
eventual Iy involve decontam nati on and di smantl enment of OU3 facilities,
peri ods. Because renediation of the facilities would ultimately occur
be protective of human health and the environnent after renedi ati on has

8.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The NCP (40 CFR 300.400) identifies two categories of requirenents w
identified by the | ead and support agencies for a renedial action, ARARs
Applicabl e requirenents are those which upon an objective deternination
a hazardous substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, |ocation
circunstance found at a CERCLA site. Relevant and Appropriate requirene
whi ch, while not applicable to a specific release, may still address pro
sufficiently simlar to the circunstances of the release or renedial act
be well-suited to the site.

In addition to ARARs, the | ead and support agenci es nay, as appropria
advisories, criteria, or guidance to be considered for a particular rele
consi sts of advisories, criteria, or guidance that were devel oped by EPA
agenci es, or states that nay be useful in devel opi ng CERCLA renedi es.
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Assunming that facilities are eventually decontam nated and di smantl e
woul d conply with the ARARs identified in Section 10.2 during the decont
di smantl enent activities. However, during the period before the final r
Alternatives 1 and 2 would allow the buildings to continue to age, weath
resulting in the potential for public exposure to airborne contam nants
rel eases to air, surface water, and groundwater. Therefore, Alternative
adequately conply with ARARs before the final renedial action ROD. Howe
with the NCP 300.430 (f)(ii)(C (1), an alternative that does not neet an
of the alternative is an interimneasure that will becone part of a tota
will attain the ARAR

8.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Pernanence

This criterion addresses the results of a renmedial action in ternms of the
at a site after response objectives have been net. For an interimrened
are intended to achieve final remediation. For this reason, long-terme
neani ngf ul i nthe context of an interimrenedial action. The evaluation
respect to this criterion will be perfornmed in the QU3 FS to be conplete
final remedial action ROD

8.4 Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Each alternative would be effective in proctecting human health and the e
during renediation through the use of engineering and adm nistrative con
decont ani nation and di smantl enent of QU3 facilities would eventually occ
Alternatives 1 and 2. However, a potential exists for increased risks t
i npacts to the environnment associated with the del ayed renediation for A
Accel erating the decontani nation and di smantling activities using Altern
remedi al action objectives to be achi eved sooner and woul d provide prote
earler than Alternatives 1 or 2. It is estimated that the inplenentatio
al l ow conpl etion of renediation in the year 2012, in conparison to conpl



renedial action ROD in the year 2016. Figure 8-1 conpares schedul es for
alternatives and details the potential for early renediation offered by
Additionally, acceleration of the renmediation with the Production Area m
advancenent of the renediation of QU5 soils and perched groundwater unde
Production Area.

Decontam nate and Dismantle (16 Years)
Alternative 1
(Final Action)
Sur f ace
Decont am nate Decontami nate and Disnmantle (16 Years)
Alternative 2
(I'nterimAction) (Final Action)

Decontam nate and Dismantle (16 Years)
Alternative 3
(I'nterimAction)

1996 2000 2004 2008 2012

FI GURE 8-1 Conparison of Schedules for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
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8.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nment

Assumi ng eventual decontani nation and di smantlenent of facilities in
which alternative is selected, all three alternatives would result in gr
decontani nation. Decontami nation is a form of physical treatment, which
contam nants in the host nedia, but nerely transfers themto a secondary
or treatnment would be used to nanage renpved contam nants collected in a
stream thereby reducing contaninant nobility. Renediation waste residu
decont anmi nation process would be treated using existing on-site facilit
alternative would eventually result in a reduction of contani nant nobil
decont ani nation, a conparison of alternatives requires an eval uati on of
In the period before final renediation, Alternative 1 and 2 coul d potent
contam nation of soil and groundwater, increasing the volune of contamn
site. In addition, under Alternative 2, two surface decontam nation eff
be required (during interimrenmedial action and final renmedial action) a
i ncreased vol ume of decontam nation waste.

Alternative 3 would reduce the mobility of contam nants by containin
renoved contanminants in a secondary waste stream Additionally, Alterna
mnimze the potential for an increase in volunme of contam nated nateria
contam nants during the period before remediation is conplete and woul d
of decontamination residues and ot her renediation wastes.

8.6 Inplenentability

Alternative 1 woul d be the easiest to inplenment because it would req
the short-termwith all remediation occurring under the final renedial a
continuing to use renpval actions to proceed with cleanup would require
studi es, documents, regulatory reviews, and public coment periods for s

Al ternatives 2 and 3 would use proven and reliable technol ogies, alt
for Alternative 3 would be considerably | arger than the scope of Alterna
term assumi ng eventual decontami nation and di smantlenent of OU3 facilit



i mpl enentability issues associated with the action would be simlar for
8.7 Cost

Costs associated with i nplenmenting each of the alternatives are pres
Table 8-1. The base cost, as discussed in Section 7, is the 1994 doll ar
the alternative itself. The total cost for Alternative 3 includes the ¢
alternative plus the costs for site naintenance and nonitoring. In add
Alternatives 1 and 2 include the costs for performing the alternative p
decont ani nation, disnantlenent, and interimsite naintenance and nonitor

A second net hod of cost conparison presented in Table 8-1 utilizes a
anal ysis instead of conparing costs in 1994 dollars. A present worth an
amount of noney that would have to be invested today in order to pay for
the entire duration of the project. The real discount rate applied int
is based on the October 1992 O fice of Managenent and Budget's recomrend
percent for a 20-year project (1996-2016).
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The differences in overall costs for the alternatives result fromfo
costs associated with the nmmi ntenance and nonitoring of the structures a
while they remain in place (including security forces, utilities, etc.).

TABLE 8-1 QU3 Renedi ati on Cost Conparison (MIllions of 1994 Doll ars)

Alternative Base Cost Tot al Cost
1-- No Interimrenedial action $0 $2,520
2 -- Surface Decontam nate Only $82 $2, 602
3 -- Decontam nate and Di smantl e $1, 076 $2, 164

Assumi ng eventual decontanination and di smantlenent of OU3 facilitie
3 would result in the | owest overall cost. Alternatives 1 and 2 would b
costs associated with the continuing operation and nai ntenance of the s
nunber of years. Additionally, for Alternative 2, the costs would incre
assunption that the decontam nation effort would be repeated prior to th
the structures under the final renedial action ROD. This effort would
neet the health and safety requirenents of the renediation activities.
substantial renovable contam nation will renmain in, under, and around eq
roofs, utilities, and piping follow ng decontam nation in Alternative 2.

8.8 State Acceptance

The State of OChio supports the preferred alternative, decontam nate
identified in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent.

8.9 Comunity Acceptance

The DCE solicited input fromthe conmunity on the OU3 Proposed Pl an/
Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action during the 60-day public conment
comments received during the public neeting and witten comments fromth
period indicate conmunity support of the preferred renedial alternative
dismantle) that was identified in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assess
i ssues raised during the public conment period are discussed in the Resp
Appendi x A of this docunent; copies of the witten and oral coments are



Appendi x B

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the evaluation of the alternatives, Aternative 3 (Decontam
Dismantl e) has been identified as the selected renedy for the interimre
The sel ected renedy consists primarily of the renobval of gross surface c
material in facilities, dismantlement of facilities, and a conbination o
majority of resulting renmediation material/wastes and limted off-site d
recoverabl e or non-recycl abl e renedi ati on wastes until a decision concer
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is made in the final renedial action ROD for QU3. The interimrenedia
i nconsistent with nor precludes inplenmentation of final renedial actions
Fernald site

On the basis of currently available information, the sel ected renedy prov
bal ance of trade-offs anbng the alternatives with respect to the pertine
DCE and EPA believe the selected renmedy will neet the threshold criteria
NCP: be protective of human health and the environnment and conply with
| ocal ARARs directly associated with the interimrenedial action

The major goal of he interimrenedial action is to reduce risks early, im
storage configuration of contaninated materials, mnimze potential cont
the environnent, and contribute to the performance of the final renedia
renmedi al action will achieve significant risk reduction early in the pro
concerning disposition of contam nated materials is not addressed in th
action ROD because such goals are beyond the limted scope of this actio
addressed in the final renedial action ROD for QOU3.

Table 9-1 presents sumuary estimated costs for the selected renedy. Thes
based on prelimnary conceptual design information. Sone changes may be
renedy as a result of the renedial design and construction processes. S
nodi fications resulting fromthe engi neering desi gn process and could no
estimate identified in this table. This estimate summari zes the costs a
sel ected renedy by direct and indirect costs. The direct costs represen
costs associated with the decontam nation, disnmantlenment, packaging, sto
transportation of the generated renedi ati on wastes. Indirect costs repr
desi gni ng and managi ng the work includi ng managenent, engi neering, healt
tax, and contingency costs.

10. 0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedy nmust neet the statutory requirenents of CERCLA Sectio
(40 USC O 9621). The selected renmedy mnust:

0 Be protective of human health and t he environnent;

O Conply with ARARs;

0 Be cost-effective;

O Utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technologies o
recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable; and

O Satisfy the preference for treatnment that reduces toxicity, nobility
a principal elenment.

Section 10.1 through 10.5 di scuss how the interimremedy will neet these

requi renents. Consistent with Section 121 of CERCLA, Section 10.6 discu



requirenent for US. EPA to reviewthe interimrenedial action.
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TABLE 9-1 Summary of Cost Estinate for Inplenenting the Sel ected Renmedy

Labor Cost Expense
Item zed Description (mllions)

Asbest os Abat enent and I nsul ati on Renoval
Renoval of Machinery, Process Equi prent, and Piping

Bui |l ding Denplition (includes renoval of above-grade concrete, structura
steel, ductwork, transite and netal paneling, doors, w ndows, and

m scel | aneous fixtures; also includes cost of cranes and other mmjor ren
equi pnment)

Grade and Bel ow- Grade Denolition (includes roads, railroads, sidewalks,
storage pads, parking lots, bel ow grade piping, building foundations, et

Central Storage Facility (includes procurenent, construction, and replac
of ski ns)

Debri s Packagi ng and Handl i ng $0.
Di rect Cost
Engi neeri ng Design and Procurenent $222.

Smal | Tool s, Consumabl es, M nor Rental Equi pnent, and Tenporary Facilit
and Uilities

Heal th and Safety (includes training, personal protective equipnent,
housekeeping/job site clean-up, safety reports, health physics, environm
noni toring, and em ssion nodel i ng)

Over head, Burdens, and Project Managenent (includes construction

engi neeri ng, managenent, payroll, benefits, subcontractor bond, and off
support)

Sal es Tax (6%

Conti ngency (20% $104.

I ndi rect Cost
Total Direct + Indirect Cost

Landl ord (O&\W) Cost

Cost of the Selected Renmedy (in 1994 doll ars)



1993

Net Present Value of the Sel ected Renedy
(calculated using a 4.4% real discount rate)

Note: All nunbers have been rounded to the nearest on hundred thousand do

Estimate for the Operable Unit 3 Proposed Plan for Interim Renedial Acti
"Present Worth Analysis for the Operable Unit 3 Proposed Plan for Interi

final) for nore detailed infornmati on concerning the values presented in
QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The selected interimrenedy will be protective of human health and the en

t hrough renoval of contam nated structures and facilities and contai nnen
renmedi ati on waste in existing facilities or interimstorage facilities u
reached in the OU3 final renedial action ROD concerning waste dispositio
structures will elimnate the potential threat of exposure to contam nan
Short-Termthreats associated with the selected renedy can be adequately
engi neeri ng neasures and access restrictions. No adverse inpacts are ex
renmedy.

10. 2 Conpliance with ARARs

The foll owi ng sections discusses ARARs and O her Requirenents that t
renmedy nust conply with. The category of Other Requirements represents
or regulations that are not environnental protection standards, but do a
perfornmed at the Fernald site.

10. 2.1 Contami nant-, Location-, and Action-Specific Requirenents

The selected interimrenedy will conply with all ARARs directly asso
interimrenedial action and will be perforned in accordance with all per
Li sted bel ow are those specific ARARs and TBC criteria that apply to the
renmedi al action for OU3. The ARARs are grouped according to contan nant
specific, and action-specific requirenents.

CONTAM NANT- SPECI FI C REQUI REMENTS

Applicabl e

(1) Chio Air Pollution Lead Control Regulations, GChio Adm nistrative Cod
Emi ssions Limts [Sets the anbient air quality standards for |ead, to be
state of Chio, at a maximumarithmetic nmean of 1.5 micrograns per cubic
cal endar quarter.]

(2) Chio Air Pollution Regulations, Chio Adm nistrative Code 3745-20-02,
Denolition and Renovation Procedures for Asbestos Em ssion Control [Reno
materials froma facility being denolished or renovated before any w eck
woul d break up materials or preclude access to the nmaterials subsequent
encase friable materials with a suitable |eak-tight container.]

(3) National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61)
Em ssi on Standards for Em ssions of Radionuclides O her Than Radon from
Facilities [Eni ssions of such radionuclides to the anbient air from DOE



t hose anmpunts that would cause any nenber of the public in any year an e
equivalent to 10 nrenfyr.]

(4) National Em ssions Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61,
145, 149, 150 and 153), National Enissions Standard for Asbestos Standar
and renovation, asbestos waste disposal.]
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(5) Chio Water Quarterly Standards, GChio Adm nistrative Code (OAC) 3745-
3745-1-07, 3745-1-21; Chio NPDES Pernits, QAC 3745-33 [Sets surface wate
standards for the state of Chio. Discharges to surface waters nust be p
whi ch precl udes degradation bel ow the m ni num standards. ]

Rel evant and Appropriate

(6) Chio Air Pollution Control Regulations, Chio Adm nistrative Code, 37
em ssion of fugitive dust [No person shall cause or pernmit any fugitive
operated; or any materials to be handled, transported or stored; or a bu
appurtenances or a road to be used, constructed, altered, repaired or de
or installing reasonably available control neasures to prevent fugitive
ai rborne. ]

(7) Safe Drinking Water Act (42 USC 300G PL 93-523), National Primary D
Regul ati ons (40 CFR 141), Subpart B, Maxi num Contam nant Levels (40 CFR
.16); Subpart F, Maxi mum Contami nant Level Goals, (40 CFR 141.50 through
Nati onal Revised Primary Drinking Water Regul ations (40 CFR 141.60 throu
Drinking Water Regul ations, Public Water System Primary Contam nant Cont
[ Sets maxi mum cont ani nant | evels (MCLs) and non-zero nmaxi mnum cont ami nant
(MCLGs) for drinking water. These requirenents would apply to the inter
ground water that was used or potentially used as drinking water was inp
decontani nation and di smantling activities.]

To Be Consi dered

(8) Toxic Substances Control Act, as anmended (15 USC 2607-2629; PL 94-46
Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution
Prohi bitions (40 CFR 761), Subpart G PCB Spill Ceanup Policy [Sets cle
contam nated nmaterials.]

(9) Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environnment (DOE Order 54
Chapter II11) [Sets limtations for residual concentrations of radi onucli
areas. |

(10) National Primary Drinking Water Standards, Maxi mum Contani nant Leve
Radi um 228, and Gross Al pha Particle Radioactivity in Comunity Water Sy
141.15) and Chi o Drinking Water Regul ations, Maxi num Cont ani nant Levels
Radi um 228, and Gross Al pha Particle Radioactivity in Comunity Water Sy
81-15); National Prinmary Drinking Water Standards, Maximum Contam nant L
Particul ate and Photoradi oactivity from Man- nade Radi onuclides in Comrun
(40 CFR 141.16) and Chio Drinking Water Regul ations, Maxi num Cont anmi nant
3745-81-16) [Sets MCLs for radionuclides in drinking water.]

(11) Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251-1
Criteria (40 CFR 122) [Sets Iimts on the concentrati on of contanmi nants
protection of human health and aquatic life. Federal water quality crit
gui del i nes used by states to set water quality standards for surface wat
considered if the decontam nation and disnmantling activities inpact surf
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LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C REQUI REMENTS

Appl i cabl e

(12) Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990; 10 CFR 1022, 40 CFR
agenci es nust avoid, to the extent possible, any adverse inmpacts associa
destruction or loss of wetlands and the support of new construction in w
alternative exists.]

(13) Nationw de Permt Program (33 CFR 330) [Nationwi de pernmits are aty
i ssued by the US Arnmy Corps of Engineers, in particular, under the C ean
404.]

Rel evant and Appropriate

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C REQUI REMENTS

Applicabl e

(14) Noise Control Act, as Anended (42 USC 4901, et seq.); Noise Polluti
Act (40 USC 7641, et seq.) [The public nust be protected from noises tha
and wel fare. ]

(15) Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Solid

(40 CFR 262.11); OChi o Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ations, GChio Admn
3745-52-11 [Wastes must be eval uated (characterized) to determine if it

either listed or characteristic.]

(16) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Solid
(40 CFR; 264), Subpart B, General Facility Standards (Chi o Hazardous Was
Regul ati ons, Chio Adm nistrative Code (OAC) 3745-54-10 through -18); Sub
Pr epar edness and Preventi on (OAC 3745-54-30 t hrough -37); Subpart D, Con
Enmer gency Procedures (QAC 3745-54-50 through -56); Subpart E, Mnifest S
keepi ng and Reporting (OAC 3745-54-70 through -77) [Establishes general

storage and treatnent facility location, design and inspection, waste co
enmer gency contingency plans, preparedness plans, and worker training.]

(17) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as anended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Standa
Qperators of Hazardous Waste Treatnent, Storage, and Di sposal Facilities
X for mscellaneous units; Chio Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ations,

Code 3745-57 [Sets environnmental performance standards and post closure

m scel | aneous units.]
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(18) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.); Solid



(40 CFR 264), Subpart |, Use and Managenent of Containers (Chio Hazardou
nment Regul ations, GChio Adm nistrative Code (OAC) 3745-55-70); Subpart J,
(OAC 3745-55-90); Subpart L, Waste Piles (OAC 3745-56-50 through 3745-56
used to store hazardous waste must be closed and in good condition. Tan
adequat el y desi gned and have sufficient structural strength and conpatib
be stored or treated to ensure that it will not collapse, rupture, or fa
contai nnent. \Waste piles nust be designed to prevent any migration of w
i nto adj acent subsurface soil or groundwater or surface water at any tim

(19) Solid Waste Disposal Act, as anended (42 USC 6901, et seq), Standar
Wast e Generators (40 CFR 262) and Standards for Hazardous Waste Transpor
Ohio Solid Waste Managenent Regul ation, Chio Administrative Code 3745-52
respectively [CGenerally requirenents for packaging, |abeling, and markin
tenporary storage and transportation.]

(20) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as anended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Standa
Qperators of Interim Status Hazardous Waste Treatnent, Storage and Di spo
265), Subpart G Cosure and Post-C osure; Chio Hazardous Waste Managage
Chio Adninistrative Code 3745-66 [ Sets general requirenents for closure
hazar dous wast e management units.]

(21) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.) Contain
CFR 264), Subpart DD [Hazardous waste and debris may be placed in units
contai nnent buildings for the purpose of interimstorage or treatnent.]

Rel evant and Appropriate
(22) Toxic Substances Control Act, as anended (15 UCS 2607 et seq., PL 9
Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution
Prohi bitions (40 CFR 761), Subpart A, GCeneral [Inspection and testing ar
contam nated with PCBs. ]

(23) Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Solid
Subpart S), Corrective Action Managenent Unit [All ows renediati on waste
and di sposal within a corrective action managenent unit which can enconp
units or areas where contaninants are found.]

To Be Consi dered

(24) Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environnent (DOCE Order 5
i ncorporates by reference CERCLA Section 120 and UMIRA Title |I) [Structu
rel eased fromDOE facilities for reuse w thout radiological restrictions
specified levels.]

(25) Radi oactive Waste Managenment (DOE Order 5820.2A, Chapter I11) [Sets
limts to any nenber of the public, requirements for releases to the atm
environnental nonitoring program ]

(26) Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environnent (DOCE Order 5
Section 6) [Sets standards for storage facility for waste containing ura
decay products.]

(27) Effluent Control and Mnitoring (DOE Order 6430.1A, Section 1324-7)
that may contain fission products shall be provided with two nonitoring
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(28) Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as Amended (42 USC 6901, et seq.), Solid
subpart S), Corrective Action Rule (proposed at 55 FR 30797) [Establishe
RCRA sol i d waste managenent units.]

10. 2.2 O her Requirenents

n addition to ARARs, there are other requirenents from Cccupati onal Safe
Heal th Admi nistration (OSHA), Departnent of Transportation (DOT), and DO
which this interimrenedial action nmust conply. These other requirenent
whi ch the EPA has determ ned not to be standards for environnental prote
wor ker protection and off-site actions) and are therefore not ARARs. EP
protection, particularly OSHA's 29 CFR 1910. 120, as a requirenent rather
because: (1) it cannot be waived; and (2) it is not an environnenta

This listing of 'other requirements' is not an all inclusive list of
are additional requirenments which could result fromoff-site actions and
under CERCLA Section 121(d)(3). Under this requirenent, the CERCLA Of-
activities that occur off-site shall be at facilities that are in conpli
Subst ances Control Act, and other environnental |aws and applicabl e stat
Determ nations under this rule will be nade during the interimrenedia
are only those other requirenents that apply to the selected interimrem

O her Requirenents

(1) Radiation Protection for QOccupational Wrkers (DOE Order 5480.11, Ch
requi renent establishes DCE radiation protection standards to ensure pro
fromionizing radiation. The requirenents set forth in this order requ

ALARA policy, radiation protection standards for internal and external e
wor kers, pal nned speci al exposure, radiation protection standards for in
exposure to mnors and students, radiation protection standards for pub

area, and various procedural requirenments.]

(2) Radiation Protection Rules, Chio Adm nistrati on Code; Chapter 3701-3
Protection Standards; Rules 3701-38-13, 3701-38-15 and 3701-38-16 [Indiv
areas may not be exposed to airborne radioactive naterial in average con
those listed.]

(3) Cccupational Safety and Health Adm nistrative Standards (29 CFR 1910
Subpart Z, Toxic and Hazardous Substances; 1910.1025, Lead; 1910.1028, B
1910. 1101, Asbestos; 1910. 1018, Inorganic arsenic [Sets worker exposure

hazar dous substances and prescribes the nethods for determ nations of co

(4) Cccupational Safety and Health Admi nistration Standards; Cccupationa
Envi ronnental Control (29 CFR 1910; 1910.95) Subpart G Cccupational No
limts of worker exposure to noises during the performance of their dut

(5) Hazardous Material Transportation Act, as anended (49 USC 1801-1812)
CFR 263), Standards Applicable to Transportion of Hazardous Waste [ Adopt
standards and requires conpliance with the nanifest system for hazardous
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(6) Hazardous Materials Regul ations; Shippers -- CGeneral Requirenents fo
packagi ng (49 CFR 173), Subpart 1, Radioactive Materials [Establishes re
and strength of various packagi ng used for the shipnent of hazardous and

(7) Cccupational Safety and Health Admi nistration Standards for Hazardou
and Enmergency Response (29 CFR 1910.120) [Sets the training standards fo



conducti ng hazardous waste operations and energency response. |

10. 3 Cost-Effectiveness

QU3 facilities and structures have generally exceeded their design
been identified for themother than support for renmedial activities at t
facilities will pose a safety hazard. Therefore, DOE wi |l propose event
di smantl enent of the facilities independent of the interimrenedi al act
i npl enenting the selected renedy as an interimrenedial action, the rene
accel erated by nearly four years. The selected interimrenedy is cost e
reduces costs associated with the conti nued operati on and nmi nt enance of
| ess overall than the other alternatives (coupled with assuned eventua
dismantlenent) and it is proactive toward protection of the public throu

10.4 Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Techno
Recovery Technol ogi es to the Maxi mum Extent Practicable

Because the selected renedy is an interimrenedial action rather tha
action, the selected remedy does not utilize permanent solutions or cons
treatment technol ogies. The selected renedy provides the best bal ance o
the alternatives with respect to the balancing criteria, given the limt
It does not satisfy the statutory preference for renedial actions that e
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenent of the actio
solutions will be utilized in the final remedial action and alternative
recovery) will be utilized to the maxi mum extent practicable. The fina
satisfy the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal elenment or
for not nmeeting the preference. During the interimrenedial action, res
recycling and reuse will be utilized to the nmaxi num extent practicable.

The selected interimrenedy best neets the evaluation criteria by ad
human health and the environnent, accelerating the renmedi ation process b
and reducing overall costs associated with OU3 renedi ati on. DOE and EPA
selected interimrenedy will protect human health and the environment.
supports the selection of this interimrenedy.

10.5 Preference for Treatnment as a Principal El enent

Thr ough physical treatnent of the materials that cause the principa
operable unit (contanminated structural materials), the selected renedy a
statutory preference for renedial actions that enploy treatnent to reduc
or volune as a principal elenent of the action. Through decontam nation
contam nants will be renpbved and consolidated, thereby reducing their no
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liquid waste streans resulting fromthe decontam nation activities wll
site water treatnment system Secondary solid wastes will be containeriz
Recycling and reuse will be pursued to the maxi num extent practicable.
renmedial action for OU3 will nmeet the statutory preference for treatnent
or will provide justification for not neeting the preference.

10.6 Review of the InterimRenedial Action

Section 121(c) of CERCLA and the Anended Consent Agreenent require t
review renmedi al actions no | ess than each five (5) years after the insta
remedi al actions to ensure that human health and the environnent are be
renmedi al actions being inplenented. However, because this is an interim



ROD, review of this site and this renedy will continue as DOE devel ops f
alternatives for QOU3.

11. 0 COW TMENT FOR FURTHER ANALYSI S AND SELECTI ON OF LONG TERM
RESPONSE ACTI ON

Consistent with the terns of the Anended Consent Agreenent, DOE is c
process of performing a RI/FS for QU3. The conpletion of the OU3 RI/FS
sel ection of the long-termresponse action for the operable unit. 1In ac
nm | estones established in the Anended Consent Agreenent, DOE nmust submit
baseline risk assessnment report to EPA by March 13, 1996, and an FS repo
pl an by August 7, 1996. The proposed draft ROD for the final action is
submtted to EPA by April 2, 1997

12. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Pl an/ Environnmental Assessnment for Interim Renedi al Act
rel eased for public coment in Decenmber 1993. The Proposed Pl an/ Environ
Assessment identified Alternative 3, Decontam nate and Dismantle, as the
alternative. The DOE reviewed all witten and verbal comrents subnitted
comment period. Upon review of these coments, suggestions and observat
public were incorporated into this IROD to further clarify the descript
Portions of Alternative 3 that required clarification were the maxi numu
structures for purposes of interimstorage (as a neans to avoid construc
structures) and a guarantee that interimstorage would not inadvertently
storage. Additional comments received that did not require clarificatio
conmitted to satisfying, are to provide air nonitoring infornmation updat
regularly and to enphasi ze the renmoval of waste fromthe site as an inpo
the interimaction to proceed as planned. Finally, fromthe coments re
determ ned that no significant changes to the interimrenedy, as it was
in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent, were necessary.
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APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
A. 1 Purpose

As stated in U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) Guidance on

Super fund Deci si on Docunents (EPA 1989), the responsiveness sunmary serv
i mportant purposes. First, it provides U S. Departnent of Energy (DOE)
i nformati on about comunity preferences regardi ng both the proposed rene
and general concerns about the site. Second, it denonstrates how public
integrated into the decision-making process. Third, it allows DCOE to fo
public coments.

Thi s responsiveness sunmary has been prepared pursuant to the terms
Amended Consent Agreenent between DOE and EPA, as well as rel evant Feder
regul ati ons, and guidelines, including:

U The Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and L



Act (CERCLA) as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act, 42 United States Code, Sections 9601, et.

U National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency P
40 Code of Federal Regul ations, Part 300;

U Comunity Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, January 1992,
EPA/ 540/ R- 92/ 009; and

U Gui dance on Preparing Superfund Decision Docunents: The Propo
The Record of Decision, Explanation of Significant D fferences
of Decision Amendnent, InterimFinal, July 1989, EPA/ 540/ G 89/

Thi's responsiveness sunmary all ows DCE to denonstrate the public's
t he devel opnent of the Proposed Pl an/Environnmental Assessnment for Inter
and the Record of Decision for InterimRenedial Action, subsequently ref
After public coments and concerns had been fornally submtted to DCE,
form the comments were then summarized into issue statements with DOE' s
the coments are attached as Appendix B of this docunent.

Section A 2 of this responsiveness sumary gives an overvi ew of publ
for the Fernald Environnental Managenent Project (FEMP). Section A 3 g
of the public's involvenment in the devel opnent of the interimrenedial a
Section A 4 discusses the devel opnent of the issue statements and presen
and DOE responses. Section A 5 sunmarizes the responsiveness of DCE to
by di scussing the effects of public input on this IROD. Section A 6 dis
comments not directly affecting the proposed action
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A. 2 Public Invol venent for the FEMP

Environnental issues at Fernald first became public in 1984 when it
nearly 300 pounds of slightly enriched urani um oxi de had been rel eased to
fromthe Plant 9 dust-collector system It was also disclosed during thi
property wells south of Fernald had been contam nated with uraniumin 198

In 1986, DCE entered into a Federal Facilities Conpliance Agreenent
The FFCA provided for a Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
action for the site. The RI/FS was initiated to assess the nature and ex
at the site and to recomrend cl eanup strategies. |n 1989, production was
that same year, Fernald was designated a Superfund site when it was place
Priorities List. The FFCA was superseded in 1990 by a Consent Agreenent
EPA, which established the operable units and cl eanup schedul es. Further
agreenment occurred in 1991, with the Anended Consent Agreenent, which nod
cl eanup schedul es and the operable unit definitions for the site. 1In tha
officially closed as a production facility and its operati ons were transf
Envi ronnental Restoration and Waste Managenent Divi sion

When nonitoring wells showed el evated | evels of uraniumin 1989 and
agreed to provide bottled water to homes with uraniumlevels above 2.7 pa
(ppb). As work on the RI/FS continued, DOE conpleted several near-terma
reduci ng the potential for a release of contamination that woul d endanger
the environnent. Also in 1990, DOE authorized opening an information rep
Public Environnmental Information Center (PEIC) in the JAMIEK Buil ding, 10
Cl eves Hi ghway, Harrison, Ohio 45030. The adm nistrative record, on whic
deci sions are based, is also |located at the JAMIEK Buil ding; a copy of th
record is al so nmai ntai ned at EPA Region 5, Waste Managenent Division Reco
77 West Jackson Boul evard, Chicago, Illinois 60604.



DCOE's community relations activities include the foll ow ng:

A community assessnent (1986);

A community assessnment (June - July 1989);

A Community Rel ations Plan (August 1992 version approved
Cct ober 15, 1992);

Public readi ng roons and admini strative record;

Regul ar briefings at | ocal township trustee neetings;
Presentations to the | ocal environnental group, FRESH
Conmuni ty nmeetings approxi mately each quarter

Wor kshops and roundtabl es for interested parties;

Press rel eases, fact sheets and a newsletter;

Public coment periods for decision docunents and responsi veness
sunmari es;

Tours, as requested;

Annual environmental nonitoring reports; and

The Fernald Ctizens Task Force.

Ooo0o ooogogogoo ooog
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A. 3 Public Involvenent for Operable Unit 3

In addition to the sitewide community relations activities discussed
specific public involvenent and response activities have been undertaken
Unit 3 (OU3) initiatives. DOE proposed an interimrenedial action to ac
decision for the OU3 structures well ahead of the original schedule. Th
consi stent with addressing public concerns about the length of time befo
action at the FEMP would begin. The following information illustrates t
of public involvenent in the project and the responsiveness of DOE to pu
the project since its beginning.

The concept for this interimrenedial action was first formally disc
Chio EPA (acting on behalf of the state) on January 13, 1993 and net wit
response. On February 18, 1993, DOCE di scussed the schedul e, scope, and
project with EPA and Chio EPA (OEPA). Followi ng discussions at this nee
det ai |l ed devel opnent of the project plans.

The local public was informed of DOE's intent to pursue the devel opm
renmedi al action during a January 12, 1993 public neeting for Renpval Act
Engi neeri ng Eval uati on/ Cost Analysis (EE/ CA), known as the Managenent of
Structures at the FEMP. During that neeting the public expressed to DOE
| ack of progress on large-scale renediation efforts at the site, reinfor
interimrenedial action. 1In addition, notification to the public throug
report fromthe FEMP began highlighting the activities that were underwa
of the interimrenedial action decision docunents.

Several of the FEMP's regul ar events, which support the site's ongo
public information program included discussions of DOE's pursuit of an
action. During the spring and fall of 1993, updates on the DOE effort w
of the nonthly neetings held with FRESH. The STEP program (Sci ence, Tec
Envi ronnent, and the Public), which involves the public in the renediat
process, held several neetings in Septenber and October of 1993, and inc
di scussions on the interimrenedi al action being planned.

During devel opnent of the Proposed Pl an/Environnmental Assessnent for
Renedi al Action, EPA and CEPA provi ded revi ew comments and project guida
of the public through the process outlined in the Anended Consent Agreermr



t he Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronmental Assessnment was received from EPA and OEP
December 3 and 6, 1993, respectively. The public was fornally notified
comment period by advertisement in the | egal section of three local, gen
newspapers on Decenber 8, 1993, initiating the formal comment period. A
notification by display-type newspaper advertisement and direct mailing
mailing Iist was al so undertaken on Decenber 15, 1993. Both the Propose
Pl an/ Envi ronnent al Assessment and a condensed fact sheet were made avai
in the FEMP administrative record |ocated at the PEIC. Over 1,000 copie
were distributed by direct mailing to local residents, |ocal nedia, pub
st akehol ders.

To facilitate public involvenent in the project, a public neeting wa
1994, including a presentation session, a question-and-answer session, a
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session. Invitation to the neeting had been provided through the fact sh
as the legal section and display advertisenents in the | ocal newspapers.
session provided an opportunity for the public to contribute oral and wi
entire neeting was transcribed by court reporter to provide an official t
neeting. A copy of the transcript has been placed in the adm nistrative
for public review During that neeting, the public indicated a need for
eval uate the proposed action and to formul ate coments on the plan; there
neeti ng, DOE extended the public coment period by 30 days to cl ose on Fe
Addi ti onal advertisements were published in the sane | ocal newspapers to
at -1l arge.

| ssues of particular concern voiced during the January 5, 1994 publ
material transportation, interimstorage facilities, safety from eni ssion
Envi ronnental Policy Act (NEPA) and CERCLA integration in FEMP cl ean-up d
docunents. To provide nore infornmation about the regul atory process, in
NEPA/ CERCLA i ntegration approach for the site and OU3, DCE held a roundta
the public on January 24, 1994. At the roundtable, issues of public conc
i ncluding the Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronmental Assessment and its relationship
Unit 4 (OW) Environnental |npact Statenent (EI'S) and future NEPA docunen
remai ni ng operabl e units.

On February 4, 1994, a neeting was held with the vice president of F
the safety of the planned decontam nation and di smantl| ement actions, usin
em ssions nonitoring data fromtwo decontamni nati on and di smantl enent acti
(Plant 1 Ore Silos and Plant 7).

Public coments were received in witten and verbal formduring the
portion of the public nmeeting and in witten formthrough the nmail during
comment period. DOE received coments from OEPA and the State of Nevada,
foll owi ng section summari zes the significant issues resulting fromthe pu
and provides DOE' s responses to these comments.

A. 4 |ssues Sunmmary

Thi s responsiveness sunmary focuses on the formal coments submitted
Public Comment Period. Wthin this responsiveness sunmary, oral and wit
(see Appendi x B) are categorized into significant issues. For each of th
statenment has been prepared that addresses the concerns expressed by one
commentors. |In many instances, the issue statenents are paraphrased from
conmments to succinctly represent the concerns of several comrentors. The
fromformal comments have been conpared with the questions raised during
answer sessions with the public to ensure that all significant issues hav



by the follow ng i ssue statenents.

For the purpose of devel oping issue statenents, a conment is conside
if it involves:

O The definition or scope of the preferred alternative,
O Public or state acceptance of the preferred alternative,
O The inpl enentation or inpacts of the preferred alternative
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O Concl usi ons drawn from eval uati ons or assessnents provided in the
Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronmental Assessnent,

0 Safety of the work performed, or

O The enforceability of the decision reached.

At the end of each issue statenent, the specific comment letter(s) o
in which the issue was raised is identified by an al phabetic identifier
cross-reference of the al phabetic identifiers with the commentors. Thes
i ncluded in Appendix B and are part of the administrative record for th
coments that were not considered to be issues have been addressed in Se
sunmary expl anations.

| ssue 1

The definition of the term"interimstorage" should be presented wit
Decision for InterimRenedial Action. (Comments H, I, J, N, and Q)

Response: For the interimrenmedial action, the definition of the t
storage is the period fromthe initiation of the interimaction until th
the final remedial action. 1In reality, once the final decision is reach
cannot i mmedi ately be renoved for treatnment or disposition. Sonme tinme w
t he devel opnent of the treatnent and/or disposal facilities before inter
be renpbved. Because the final treatnent and di sposal option for QU3 is
time (and will not be until the OU3 final renedial action Record of Dec
due in 1997), an estinmate of the tine franme for renedi ation of stored ma
made until after the final remedial action decision. The tine frame for
materials and the di smantlenent of the interimstorage facility will be
Renedi al Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RDYRA) Work Plan for the final renedia

| ssue 2

The interimaction should nmake the maxi mumeffort to utilize existin
and areas rather than construct new storage facilities. To support this
conmitrment to manage and ship existing waste residues to obtain space fo
(Comrents I, K, N, and Q)

Response: It is the intent of DOE to construct interimstorage stru
of the interimrenedial action wastes only if necessary. Available stor
Production Area will be utilized to the nmaxi num extent practicable. To
over the construction of new storage facilities, the follow ng statenent
the IROD in Section 7.3 under the description of Alternative 3 (Decontam

The proposed tension support structures are designed only for
storage with an intended design life of 25 years, and as such can
for long-termstorage. The intent of building these facilities
as an interimor tenporary storage area for wastes generated from
if existing storage space is not available and for use as a stag
support segregation, packaging, and transportation of materials f
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TABLE A-1 Witten and Oral Comments Recei ved

I @ m m O O W >»

< Cc 4 »w I/ O

VRl TTEN COMVENTS
Kenneth J. Wirzel bacher, Hanmilton, GChio
Carl A. Wycke, Harrison, Ohio
Maggi e Merritt, Harrison, GChio
Paul Ruttencutter, Hanmilton, Chio
Laura Jane Wi tesides, Las Vegas, Nevada
Lawrence L. Stebbins, Hanmilton, Chio
Edwa Yocum Harrison, Chio
Vi cky Dastillung, Vice President of FRESH, Ham lton, Ohio
Pam Dunn, Harrison, Chio
Lisa Crawford, President of FRESH, Harrison, Chio
Karen Bell, President Crosby Elenentary PTA, Harrison, Chio
Nor ma Nungester, Harrison, Ohio

Hol Iy Schick, State Director of the Chio Small Busi ness Devel o
Col umbus, Chio

Unsigned letter submtted by the Fernald Atonmic Trades & Labor

Graham E. Mtchell, Project Manager, OChio Environnental Protec
Dayt on, Ohio

Maud Narol |, State O earinghouse Coordi nator, Departnent of Ad
Carson City, Nevada

ORAL COMMENTS AND ATTACHMENTS
Oral Conment by Bob Tabor
Oral Conment by Jerry Monahan
Submitted Attachment to Bob Tabor's Oral Conment
Oral Conment by Vicky Dastillung
Oral Conment by Robert Richardson

Oral Comment by Pam Dunn



W Oral Conment by Lisa Crawford
X Subm tted Attachnment to Robert Ri chardson's Oral Coment

Y Oral Conment by Richard M1l er
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To minimze constructing additional interimstorage facilities, ava
space within buildings or on the Plant 1 Pad will be utilized for in
or staging to the maxi num extent practicable. |f storage and stagin
obtained within existing facilities it will not be necessary to cons
pl anned interimstorage structures.

The final decision for material disposal, whether on-site or off
deci ded as part of the QU3 final renedial action ROD in 1997, wll d
the location for disposition of OU3 remedi ati on wastes including mat
interimstorage and the storage structures. A decision for on-site
of remedi ati on wastes woul d preclude the use of the interimstorage
for permanent storage and woul d require construction of structure(s)
specifically to neet the stringent requirenents of pernmanent disposa
the decision is for on-site or off-site disposal, the interimstorag
be used only | ong enough to support staging operations for renedi at
resulting fromdisnantlement activities. Therefore, the tine frane
the structures is dependent upon the final decision for disposition
renmedi ati on wastes, which is expected to be nade in 1997. Once stag
no | onger necessary to support renediation waste di spositioning, the
will be renmoved as part of the OU3 interimrenedial action and the r
wastes will be dispositioned as part of the QU3 final renmedial actio

DCE recogni zes the need to enphasize the renmoval of existing waste f
and pads to the maxi num extent practicable to allow use of these structu
stagi ng of wastes generated during the interimrenedial action. Under t
hazar dous renedi ati on wastes resulting fromthe interimrenedi al action
the existing permtted hazardous storage facilities on-site until a dec
i s obtained.

| ssue 3

Concern was expressed over placing interimstorage facilities on the
of the site, outside of the Production Area, due to prevailing wind dire
Sout hwest and the possibility for airborne em ssions reaching off-site r
concern was expressed over potential |eaks fromthese interimstorage fa
associ ated mgration of contamnants to the G eat Mam Aquifer. (Come

Response: The location of any new interimstorage facilities for re
wi || be based on several requirenents: (1) that it be |arge enough to h
foot tension support structures; (2) that there be no known chem cal con
(hazardous, PCB, ashestos, or petroleum products); (3) that construction
not interfere with other planned uses (other renediation facilities); (4
environnental ly sensitive area such as a floodplain, wetland, or habitat
or endangered species; and (5) that it provide the greatest protection t
Aquifer fromthe interimstorage facility. Satisfying these requirenent
interimstorage facility needs to be located in the northeast corner of

Al t hough the prevailing winds tend to rise fromthe southwest, the r
a storage facility at this location has been estinated to be | ow and acc
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Appendi x E of the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent. Further, the
viewed as an inprovenent to the existing storage configuration of contam
materials, since the first step in the interimrenedial action will be
of the buildings. Follow ng dry vacuum ng, all exposed surfaces within
washed with water to dislodge renovable surface contanination; this wll
contam nants which coul d becone airborne during dismantling of the build
materials sent to interimstorage would be cleaner than they had been as
prior to the action. After disnantlenent, these construction nmaterials
or drums, if appropriate, to further contain and prepare the materials f
This process will allow for the safe storage of naterials in interimsto

If additional interimstorage facilities are required to be construc
storage of debris, the interimstorage facilities would be designed in a
requi renents of Renobval No. 17, Inproved Storage of Soil and Debris. Th
facilities would be designed as structural steel franmes wi th heavy synth
are capabl e of withstandi ng severe weat her conditions such as heavy snow
and rainfall. 1In addition, rainwater collected at the interimstorage f
the existing stormmvater collection system By storing the bulk and cont
out of weathering conditions on pads and under structures, releases from
be m nimzed. Therefore, it is not anticipated that water will be relea
storage facilities to the underlying till.

As di scussed in the response to Issue 2, DOE would attenpt to utiliz
to the extent practical for interimstorage and stagi ng purposes to avo
t he proposed structures. The storage of materials in existing or new fa
conpliance with NEPA and CERCLA.

| ssue 4

What happens if the Nevada Test Site (NTS) does not accept the waste
di sposition at that site? (Coment G)

Response: The FEMP waste nanagenent program has previously secured
from NTS for the disposition of construction debris. NIS currently rece
radi ol ogi cal waste shipnents fromthe FEMP on a regular basis. At this
that the volumes of materials estimated in the Proposed Pl an/Environment
Appendix G wll be accepted by NTS. Waste acceptance criteria for NTS
non- hazar dous radi oactive wastes generated by this project are conpatib
these materials cannot be disposed of at NIS, onsite interim storage or
could be utilized for the renedi ati on wastes generated before the QU3 f
ROD in 1997.

| ssue 5

Wul d off-site traffic be increased as a result of the action and wo
traffic potentially spread contam nants? (Comment K)
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Response: The soci oeconom ¢ analysis perforned for the Proposed Pl a
Assessnent estimates no significant increase in traffic. Any increase t
be attributable to off-site shipnments of material, and this is expected



As a result of the QU3 interimrenedial action, it is anticipated that a
shi pments of renedi ati on waste woul d be shipped off-site for disposal at
QU3 final renedial action ROD. These shipnments would occur over a 3 yea
an average of less than 1 truck |oad per day and would have little inpac

During remedi ation activities, current procedures will be followed f
vehi cl es exiting contam nated zones on-site. All exposed surfaces of th
surveyed for contamnation, and if contam nation is detected, the vehic
renove it. The procedures for containerization of materials for transpo
possibility for renpvable contanination to be present on the exterior su
containers. In addition, all containers are surveyed during and after p
no contam nation is expected to be spread off-site as a result of constr
traffic associated with the QU3 renedi ati on wastes

| ssue 6

A comment or expressed that the use of NIS as the selected site for d
limted quantity of materials is not technically in conpliance with DCE
because the QU3 Proposed Pl an/ Environnmental Assessnent does not assess d
at the NTS and no ot her NEPA docunentation exists supporting this action

Response: Alternative 3 includes the proposal to ship up to 10 perc
generated frominplenenting this renedial action (i.e., up to 42,500 cub
1.15 million cubic feet) off-site for disposition and recycling prior to
decision to be deternmned by the final renedial action ROD for QU3. O
estimated that 15,900 cubic yards (429,000 cubic feet) of non-recoverab
materials nmay be dispositioned off-site before the final renedial action
(expected to be in 1997). The NIS is identified as a possible disposa

DCE recogni zes the need to update the NEPA revi ews and docunentation
at the NTS. Currently, DOE proposes to prepare a single, site-w de envi
statenment (EI'S) that would address activities sponsored by Defense Progr
restoration at the NTS, waste managenent activities, and other actions b
possible siting and initiation at the NTS. DOE is conmtted to accelera
conpletion of this EIS and a Notice of Intent to informthe public and
the scoping process is in draft. DOE anticipates publication of the Not
1994. Any wastes that nay be shipped to the NTS woul d neet the Nevada O
wast e acceptance criteria and the estimated quantity fromthe OU3 inter
bet ween now and 1997 represents about 3 percent of the total waste curre
at the NTS. Furthernore, the renmedial actions contenplated for QU3 wll
nunber of years, with the first years concentrating on renedial design p
i mpl enentation. Consequently, the majority of the waste shipnments from
addressed by this interimrenedial action would take place followi ng com
wide EIS for the NTS. The site-wide EIS for the NTS is expected to be ¢

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Under DOE Order 5820.2A, DOE facilities with disposal sites nust pre
mai ntain site-specific radiol ogical performance assessnents for waste d
radi ol ogi cal performance assessnents for the disposal facilities at the
prepared. A prelimnary review of the Area 5 disposal facility perfornma
conducted by a peer review panel. Although the panel agreed with NTS re
addi ti onal technical justification was necessary to finalize the perform
general |y accepted that the facility would easily neet the radiol ogica
The performance assessnents for Area 5 and Area 3 are currently being re

| ssue 7

Envi ronnental nonitoring data should be collected as buildings are r



that engineering controls are effective in controlling potential environ
collected for the RI/FS should be incorporated into the design to contro
contam nants during renediation. Lead-based paint has been shown to be
children and, as such, should be included in any nonitoring program M
be made available to the public via roundtable neetings, fact sheets, et
J, K and Q)

Response: The disnantl enment techniques used for the QU3 interimrem
i nclude a series of engineering controls and net hodol ogi es designed to m
of | oose airborne contam nants. Each structure will be subjected to gro
prior to dismantl enent, mnimzing the potential for airborne contam nan
di smantl enent. During decontam nation, airflow control and collection o
contam nants within the buildings will be performed. RI/FS data is curr
for QU3 and will be extensively used to anticipate the contaminants to b
the renedial activities. Sonme unknown or unexpected contam nants nay be
during renedial activities, but precautions and procedures will be in pl
possibility. Al data collected will be factored into the design approa
contam nants, to mninize airborne releases, and to tailor the specific
di smant | enent techni ques to the contami nants present.

In addition, during decontam nation and di smantlenment, air nonitorin
both the FEMP fence line perimeter and at nearby off-site |ocations. A
radi ol ogi cal and asbestos contaminants will also be collected at work ar
that airborne releases fromthe job site are maintained at |ow |l evels an
established for respiratory protection and worker safety. |If data colle
RI/FS highlight other chem cal contam nants of concern, such as |lead, no
contam nants will al so be perforned.

Because interior decontam nation work will utilize the building she
barrier in conbination with directed airflow systens, mninmal anbient a
expected. Once the exterior building sides and roof have been renopved,
the buil ding would generally be the structural steel frane and concrete
wi || have been decontami nated leaving little surface contanination that
during dismantlenent. Because of this approach to the building di snantl
engi neering controls used, anbient airborne rel eases are expected to be
levels. |If work zone or perinmeter fence |line airborne concentrations ar
significantly above background, contingency neasures will be inplenented
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contam nant emni ssions. For exanple, work woul d be stopped, exposed area
ot herwi se controll ed, and engi neeri ng neasures woul d be increased before
ensure that nearby menbers of the workforce and the general public would
i mpact ed.

Data resulting fromthe interimrenedial action will be made avail ab
regul arly through placenent in the public reading room roundtable neeti
fact sheets and nmonthly reports.

| ssue 8

How wi Il the preferred alternative reduce the costs of site renediat
storage structures requiring nmonitoring are constructed? What is the cos
(Comrents G and 1.)

Response: The cost of constructing and operating the interimstorag
site is very snall conpared to the overall cost of the decontami nation a
the QU3 structures. Their cost is also very small when conpared to the
fromthe early inplenmentation of the interi mrenedial action; therefore,



alternative could have required many nore structures and still resulted
for the overall action. The savings prinmarily result fromthe early inp
(with resulting early conpletion and avoi dance of nmany costs associ ated
buil di ngs). However, during inplenmentation of the action, every effort
existing facilities, such as the Plant 1 Pad, and avoid construction of

Costs for engineering, siting, and construction of the interimstora
size and type proposed for this project (40,000 square foot tension supp
been estimated at approximately $2 nmillion per structure (conpared to a
mllion for the entire interimrenedial action and approxi mately $350 mi
i npl enentation). Costs for operation of storage/staging in new structur
equi valent to costs of operations based in existing structures. Minten
structures would be significantly | ess than nmi ntenance costs for the ag
Mai nt enance costs for the new structures would primarily be associated w
of the fabric covering as needed.

| ssue 9

VWi le long-termeffectiveness is not required to be considered for a
it is inportant to the comunity that this evaluation criterion be cons
possi bl e. (Conmment H.)

Response: Long-term effectiveness addresses the results of a renedi
of the risk remaining at the site after a final renedial action is inple
| evel of risk remamining at the site and how well human health and the en
protected fromtreatnent residues and untreated nmaterials. The long-ter
the QU3 renediation will be evaluated within the Feasibility Study for t
ROD.
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For an interimremedial action, such as this, the actions are not in
final renmediation. The interimaction is taken to reduce potential risk
the site undergoes the RI/FS process. For this reason, long-term effect
addressed in the context of an interimrenedial action and this is cons
CERCLA. This evaluation will be performed under the OU3 Feasibility Stu
in support of the QU3 final renedial action ROD.

However, long-termeffectiveness is inportant to DOE as well, becaus
remedi al action nust be consistent with the final renedial action, which
assessnment of the long-termeffectiveness. DCE believes that the |ong-t
decont ani nati ng and renovi ng the agi ng and contam nated structures of QU

because through the action the reusable nmaterials will be recycled, the
contam nated materials will be consolidated and stored in a nore environ
manner, and the physical hazards of the deteriorating structures will be

Decont am nation and di smantl ement of the structures would be consi stent
renedi al actions for the operable unit and the FEMP site because the act
storage of contam nants and contam nated materials in the interim but d
treatment or disposal options available to the final renmedial action ROD
of assessnent, DCE believes that |ong-termeffectiveness of the project
sati sfactorily considered.

| ssue 10

The actions proposed for the interimrenmedial action nust not bhias t
action ROD or elimnate options for final disposition of the renediation
interimrenedial action proposed to decontam nate and di snantle the bui
a final decision for how the buildings are to be renediated. The fina
nust be eval uated and docunented in the final renmedial action ROD. (Com



N.)

Response: The OU3 final renedial action ROD will not be biased by t
reached for the OU3 interimrenedial action because decontam nation and
expected under all reasonable alternatives for renediati on of QU3. The
action does represent a decision for renoval of the buildings as a sourc
rel eases; however, the QU3 final renedial action ROD will document the u
and disposition for the OU3 renediati on wastes. This final decision wl
consi deration of nmany issues and inputs, including the Fernald Citizen's

During the interimaction, a linmted quantity of material w Il be dispos
before the QU3 final renedial action ROD is issued. This waste quantity
conpared to the overall volunes anticipated for the project and therefor
a bias in the final disposition decision for the naterials.

The interimacti on was proposed because DOE, as the |ead agency for
the responsibility to reduce risks to hunan health and the environnent a
Therefore, DOE is inplenenting an interimrenedi al action in accordance
the NCP to accelerate the cleanup process within QU3. The interimrened
decont ani nati on and di smant| enent of contamni nated buil di ngs, equipnrent,
within QU3 which are potential sources of contam nant rel eases to the en
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action is reasonable due to: (1) the early opportunity to inplenent cle
t he advanced state of facility deterioration and continued potential for
(2) the resulting reduced exposures to site workers; and (3) the substan
the public fromreduced nmai ntenance costs. DOE has identified no future
facilities, and therefore considers the renoval of these facilities to b
ensure the protection of human health and the environnent. Some facilit
support renediation activities and will be decontam nated and di snmant ! ed
renmedi ati on sequenci ng, once they are no | onger necessary.

The final decision for the disposal of QU3 renediation wastes will o
renedi al action ROD. The public will have opportunities to contribute t
potential alternatives. Through operable unit Feasibility Study/Propose
Peri ods and ongoi ng public involvenent prograns, public involvenment int
deci si on regardi ng disposal of renediation wastes is presently underway
t hr oughout the deci si on-maki ng process.

| ssue 11

The QU3 basel i ne schedul e and budget estinmate calls for the replacem
current hourly workforce and is at odds with the Environmental Assessmen
m ni mal soci oeconom ¢ inpacts. (Comments K, L, NN, QR and X))

Response: The QU3 baseline is not inconsistent with the QU3 Propose
Pl an/ Envi ronnment al Assessnent. The current planning baseline has antic
of the onsite work fromthat of maintenance activities to renmediation pr
transition is not anticipated to result in fewer jobs for an hourly work
definition of the work fromprimarily nmanaging the existing facilities (
| egacy wastes to actively decontam nating and dismantling the site struc
i mpact occurs for the salaried workforce, which is currently heavily inv
prelimnary and detailed planning of the renedi ation projects. This wor
i mpl enentation activities, which could be expected to involve a higher p
wor ker s.

The soci oecononi ¢ eval uati on nmade in the OU3 Environmental Assessnen
on the following: (1) it is the DOE's position that current on-site enp



where practical, for activities associated with environnental restoratio
and (2) DOE will help with the enpl oyee transition fromproduction to re
devel opnent of a workforce transition nmanagenent programthat focuses on
skill level classification, training prograns, and transition foresight

understanding that DOE will conmply with all |abor |aws applicable in thi
was nmade that no net increase or decrease in the nunber of enployees wou
i npl enentation of the interimrenedial action. Consequently, mniml so
would result, as is stated in the OU3 Proposed Pl an/ Environnental Assess
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Concern was expressed over the methodol ogy for incorporating NEPA va
CERCLA docurent (the Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronnental Assessnent). Additiona
expressed about the relationship between this Environnmental Assessnent a
Envi ronnental |npact Statenent. (Coments H, T, and VY.)

Response: It is DOE's policy to integrate the requirenments of NEPA
whenever practical. The intent is to incorporate NEPA values in CERCLA
simlar levels of study are conducted, thereby neeting the requirenents
CERCLA. However, it is not DOE's intent to make a statement about the
of NEPA to CERCLA activities.

As such, the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent was devel oped to
requi renments of both NEPA and CERCLA. The objective of both laws is to
fromthe action proposed and the Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronnmental Assessnent
requirenents. To clarify nany of the issues involved in the integration
a roundtabl e neeting was held for nenbers of the public on January 24, 1
roundt abl e, both the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent and the EI S
renmedi ati on were discussed. The OU4 EIS includes a conprehensive assess
i mpacts resulting fromthe | eading remedial alternative for each operab
subsequent operable unit will performcunul ative assessments updating th

The QU3 Proposed Pl an/ Environnental Assessnent was not identified in
El S because this interimrenedi al acti on was deci ded upon after the cunu
anal ysis was formulated for the lead EIS. Before the interimrenedial a
the leading renedial alternative for QU3 was decontani nati on and di smant
bui |l di ngs and structures in conjunction with a disposal decision. This
to be inplenented after the final renedial action ROD, is addressed int
analysis for the lead EIS. 1In addition, final disposition of QU3 renedi
interimrenedial action will be addressed in the OU3 Feasibility Study/P
i ncorporating NEPA val ues) which will tier fromthe QUM |ead Environnment
and will include the updated cumul ative assessnent relevant at that tine

| ssue 13

A Finding of No Significant Inpact (FONSI) should not be devel oped b
comments are received on the Environmental Assessment. (Conments H, N

Response: Early in the devel opnent of the plan for the interimrene
prepared an Action Description Menorandum (ADM to determine the appropr
NEPA docunentation required for the project. Based on the ADM a decis
an Environmental Assessnent woul d be the nbst appropriate NEPA review fo
An ADMis not required to be submtted for public coment or published
Regi ster because it is an internal docunent prepared and used by DOE to
determ nati on of the appropriate |evel of NEPA docunentation required fo
Information provided in response to questions at the January 5, 1994 pub
incorrect in indicating that the ADM had been published in the Federal R



comment and that the draft FONSI woul d be nade avail able for a 30-day pu
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The purpose of an Environmental Assessnment is to assess inmpacts to h
and the environnent and to determ ne whether to prepare an Environnenta
or issue a FONSI. This decision is made by DOE. For the interimrenedi
recei ved on the Proposed Plan al so represent comments received on the En
Assessnment. This responsiveness sunmary represents the sunmation of the
comments and concerns and will be used in determ ning whether a FONSI is
draft FONSI nay be prepared early by DOE to facilitate the overall tinel
process.

Under certain limted and unusual circunstances, DOE regul ations req
proposed FONSI be issued for public review and coment before DOE nekes
determ nation on the FONSI (10 CFR 1021.322(d)). The unusual circunstan
proposed action is or is closely simlar to one which nornally requires
Statenment; and (2) the nature of the proposed action is one wthout prec
t hese circunstances apply for this action. Public hearings are held if
environnental controversy concerning the proposed action or substantia
the hearing (40 CFR 1506.6 (c)). As a result, DOE does not plan to hold
hearing on the draft FONSI. However, if DOE does issue a FONSI for this
available in the public reading roomlocated at the PEIC in the JAMIEK B
Ham | t on- Cl eves H ghway, Harrison, Chi o 45030.

| ssue 14

Ri sks associated with the interimaction should be assessed before a
t he buil dings begin. An accident scenario should be considered for the
(Comrents F and N.)

Response: A risk assessnment was perforned for the QU3 interimrened
assessment is included in Appendices D, E, F, | and J of the Proposed Pl
Assessment. This assessnent used the EPA recommended CAP88-PC nodel to
at nospheric di spersion of releases and al so resultant radiati on doses.
based on NCRP 116 ("Limtation of Exposure to lonizing Radiation", Natio
Radi ati on Protection and Measurenments, April, 1993). A nmmjor advantage
is the capability to incorporate variables such as wi nd speed, nixing he
patterns, various isotopes, and different exposure routes (inhalation,
exposure, and ingestion). Doses and associated risks to the public were
afive mle radius, in one mle increments, and in 16 directions fromth
show that the risks to off-site residents would be well bel ow regul atory
gui dance. Estinated risks to off-site receptors are very snal |

A credible accident scenario was considered for this action. The ac
consi dered assunes a rupture of the collection filter used during the de
activities. This filter would be the collection point for all airborne
the building. Release of such collected contam nants over a 24-hour per
greater hazard to off-site residents than an accident scenario invol ving
A credi bl e accident scenario involving the storage facility is anticipat
because: (1) nost surface contam nants that coul d becone airborne and b
site residents would have been renpved through decontam nation prior to
material s after decontam nation would be containerized in boxes or druns
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the storage configuration for the materials would be inproved by storage



storage facility.

| mpacts associated with a tornado striking the site have not been qu
because the material located within the interimstorage facility would h
decont ani nated and many of the materials and waste streans woul d be cont
potential inpacts to human health and the environnent of a tornado strik
are anticipated to be |less than those associated with the inpact of ato
exi sting production facility. Even if a facility had been decontam nate
woul d still exist within and around duct work, process |ines, and proces
proposed new storage facilities are designed to conply with current stan
than adequate to address nornmal and severe weather conditions. None of
can be considered tornado-resistant, but the early renoval of site struc
storage of materials would be expected to result in a |lower risk associa
events.

Asbest os contam nation is categorized by friable and non-friable asb
defines the |ikelihood of asbestos fibers being released. Asbestos cont
are friable will be renediated under full enclosures to provide contai nm
all airborne fibers. For these reasons, asbestos fiber emssions will b
renmedi ati on. For non-friable asbestos naterials, engineering controls s
used during renediation to prevent airborne asbestos releases. The site
ext ensi ve characterization programto identify and |ocate the friable an
containing materials. For the reasons stated above, asbestos nobdeling h
perfornmed on this site and will not be perforned.

In summary, the results of the risk assessnent for both the nornal a
accident case show that the on-site workers and the off-site residents w
the action. Additionally, during inplenmentation of the action, nonitor
perfornmed to assure that any releases resulting fromthe action remain w
nonitoring data that results fromthe interimrenedial action will be ma
public on a tinely basis through placement in the public reading room r
and updates in fact sheets and nonthly reports.

| ssue 15

A concern was expressed that historical risk data that is used in th
Pl an/ Envi ronmental Assessment is unreliable. Wy were airborne concentr
by a factor of 10 for the risk assessnment? (Comments H and N.)

Response: The historical results presented in the 1987 enissions re
assessment were not used to estimate the di scharges or risks associated
action because separate cal cul ati ons were devel oped. The 1987 report, h
anal ytical data for sanples of airborne contam nants that were accunul at
during production operations; this data was used to estinmate the anbient
concentrations of significant radionuclides within the buildings. The 1
report also relied on these raw anal ytical data, but utilized a differen
determ ning em ssions fromthe data. The approach used for the 1987 and
not practical for predicting em ssions and risks associated with the pro
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and di snantl ement project because it estinmated production stack enission
producti on of uranium products.

In devel oping the risk assessnent for the OU3 interimrenedial actio
data were used to confirmthe radioactive isotopes present and the rel at
for six major production facilities. Air sanple data for these six fac
Appendi x B of the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Assessnent and representin
ai rborne radioactivity neasurenents, were utilized to estimate levels fo



i sotopes. The risk assessnent for the QU3 Proposed Pl an/Environmental A
the calculated air concentrations for each of the isotopes and also 18 m
radi onuclides with short hal f-1ives.

Typi cal work zone airborne concentrations that could be expected in
during decontam nation and dismantl enment activities were nmultiplied by a
inserted into the CAP88-PC nodel, in order to conservatively assess airb
| evel s, which could be created by the activities. Although specul ative,
ai rborne concentrations by a factor of ten allowed the assessment to con
the potential conditions resulting from decontam nation activities wthi
process of renoving surface contam nation through high pressure washi ng,
ot her techniques is expected to increase airborne contam nant levels in
evi denced through the Plant 7 disnmantling, but not by a factor of 10. E
will be inplenented to collect, control, and naintain airborne |evels as
accordance with the principles of ALARA (as | ow as reasonably achi evabl e

| ssue 16

DCE, as the | ead agency, should not be allowed to prepare risk asses
estimate inpacts from proposed actions due to potential conflicts of int
adm ni strative agency may not delegate its public duties to private ent
entities whose objectivity may be questioned on grounds of conflict of
N.)

Response: The FEMP perforns its own risk assessnents because it is
required to under the Consent Agreenment and the Anended Consent Agreemnen
DCE and EPA. Pursuant to Executive Order 12580, DCE is the | ead agency
response activities at the FEMP. As the |ead agency, DOE is required to
interest of the public. EPA s policy is that under certain circunstance
responsi bl e party nmay conduct risk assessnents. In accordance with the
Agreenent, DCE as the | ead agency and its contractors are required to pe
assessnments to support all RI/FS docunentation.
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| ssue 17

Conment ors expressed that in the past, significant deficiencies have
site health and safety plan for work perforned at Fernald and that these
i nconsistent with the assunptions in the Proposed Pl an/Environnental Ass
t he adequacy of safety standards and practices. Additionally, the Propo
Envi ronnental Assessnent estinmates approximately 420 injuries as a resu
wor k shoul d be perforned within the principles of ALARA. (Comments H, L

Response: DOE's responsibility is to ensure that all work conplies
requi renents, and health and safety plans. Any deficiencies in the hea
woul d certainly be addressed and corrected before the interimrenedial a
performed. DOE will ensure conmpliance with all health and safety regul a
the principles of ALARA in conducting all activities at the FEMP, includ
action, to ensure protection of workers and the public.

Since work will only be perforned under approved health and safety p
and safety deficiencies have been incorporated into the assunptions of t
assessments. Additionally, all training prograns associated with the ap
safety plans to performthe work are assunmed to be in place.

The Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronmental Assessnent cal cul ated 420 potentia
approxinmately 5.7 mllion person-hours of work during the 16 years of th
renmedi al action based on statistics fromthe Departnment of Labor for ann



associ ated with heavy construction activities. The decontam nation and

QU3 buil dings and structures are categorized as heavy construction activ
the nunber of injuries fromthe Departnment of Labor statistics, the nunb
Dani el, DOE, and the FEMP have been cal culated for the |ast 6 years from
1993. Using the projected personhours required for the 16 years of the

action and the statistics based on Fluor Daniel projects for heavy const
estimated 144 injuries is calculated. For all DCE sites and the FEMP sp
are 87 and 81 injuries, respectively. The Proposed Pl an/Environnental A
cal cul ated for the DOE and FEMP are based on operation statistics, and r
work conditions with work occurring under an approved health and safety

| ssue 18

The Assistant Secretary of Environnmental Restoration and Waste Manag
Thomas Grunbly, nust sign the Record of Decision for the InterimRenedi a
Fernald Site Manager (M. Hanric), the U S. EPA Director, and the Presid
Additionally, the Chio EPA nmust submit a letter of concurrence with the
(Comrent H and J.)

Response: The Record of Decision for the Interim Renedial Action re
docunent bindi ng both DOE and EPA to inplenentation of the selected act
signatures on the QU3 interimrenedial action ROD will consist of the Ac
Secretary for Environnental Restoration (M. John Baublitz) and the Reg
for the EPA, Region V (M. Adankus) or his designee. 1In addition, M. G
Secretary for Environnental Managenent, will send a letter of concurrenc
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Field Ofice Manager supporting the Operable Unit 3 Interim Renedial Act
of Decision will be an enforceable document for this site once it is sig
and as such, no other signatures are required. Additional signers and/o
not result in additional |legal enforceability and potentially could dela
action. DOE does anticipate that a concurrence letter will be submtted
i ndicating State support for the OU3 interimrenedial action ROD

| ssue 19

A nunber of comrentors concur with the selected alternative to decon
dismantl e the forner production area at the Fernald site. The comrentor
about tinme that the site starts major field action. (Coments A, B, D

Response: DCE believes it has acted in the best interests of the pu
environnent in proposing this interimrenmedial action and has been respo
concerns about the speed of the cleanup actions at the site. This actio
to address public concerns over the apparent |ack of progress towards fu
actions simlar to that expressed at the January 12, 1993 public neeting
EE/ CA, Renmoval Action 27. |In addition, the interimrenmedial action itse
public's request for accelerated renedi ation of the site. DOE appreciat
expressed in these letters and | ooks forward to continuing to work with
in an open and productive nmanner as the cleanup proceeds in the nost eff
expedi ti ous nanner possi bl e.

A.5 Summary of Responsiveness to Public Conments

This section represents a sunmary of issue responses that have resu
revision to the QU3 interimrenedial action ROD, or in significant addit
DCE to the public during the inplenmentation of the interimrenedi al act

Revi si ons/ Conmi t nent s



O Maxim ze utilization of existing structures at the site for the pu
interimstorage and staging to avoid construction of new structure
for these purposes. Conpliance with this request hinges on the ab
the site to renbve in the near-termsignificant quantities of wast
currently in storage in site structures and to conply wi th appropr
storage requirenents for the renedi ati on wast es.

The interimrenedial action ROD provides additional commitment wit
respect to this issue. See discussion in the Declaration (Descrip
Sel ected Renedy); page 19; and page 33.
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0 Guarantee that interimstorage does not inadvertently becone | ong-
storage. Since many of DOE's own orders and various regul ations a
agreenments are in place to assure this cannot happen, it is unlike
coul d becone | ong-term storage; however, this is a concern of the
public and is recognized as a sensitive issue which is addressed
interimremnedial action ROD

O The interimrenedial action ROD provi des additional commtnment and
explanation with respect to this issue. See discussion in the Dec
(Description of the Sel ected Renedy); page 19; and page 33.

O Provide the local public with regular air monitoring information u
representing the inpacts of ongoing renedi ation projects. The for
this information transfer woul d be devel oped with nenbers of the p
to conply with their request and will be addressed in the upcom ng
of the Community Rel ations Plan

OlInterimrenedial action ROD | anguage is not affected by this comm

O DOE concurs that continued enphasis on renoval of waste fromthe s
is important to allow the interimrenedial action to proceed as p
is conmtted to expediting this process.

Interimrenedial action ROD | anguage is not affected by this conm

00 DOE conmits to nmaxim ze the public involvenent in the environnenta
restoration process through information in the public reading room
updates in fact sheets and nonthly reports. Specific additional p
i nvol venent initiatives are also planned during the RO RA and
i mpl enent ati on phases of the project and will be addressed in the
revision of the Conmunity Rel ations Pl an

Interimrenedial action ROD | anguage is not affected by this conm

O The interimrenedial action ROD represents the fulfillnment of the
conmtrment to expedite the renedi ation of the FEMP, and specifica

Interi mrenedial action ROD | anguage is not affected by this conm

A. 6 Summary of Comments Not Resulting In |Issues
During the public coment period for the proposed interimrenedial a
recei ved several comments which were either not directly related or rele

or were of a nobre mnor nature. Response to these unrelated coments c
within the regular FEMP prograns for public involvenent and education



bel ow were not considered to be significant comments with respect to the
and are addressed bel ow.

Conment or E questioned the scope of Alternative 2. The comentor in
assunes the decontamn nation actions under Alternative 2 and 3 differ in
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scope. The commentor's proposal would generate significant volumes of w
wi t hout renmoving the OU3 structures. |n addition, given the processing
occurred at this site for 37 years, it would be virtually inpossible to
decontanination to the extent that allows an entire facility to be "free
reason, this option was not exam ned.

Conmmentor G indicated that nonitoring and nmai ntenance are not nmentio
scope of the preferred alternative. This specific infornation was not
sheet, but is contained in the description of the alternative within the
Pl an/ Envi ronnmental Assessnment. Additionally, Renmoval Action 17, upon wh
operation of interimstorage facilities will be based, requires continuo
mai nt enance.

Commentor H requested that accurate real-tine nonitoring techniques
Real -tinme nonitoring, which would provide quantitative results on a dena
currently possi ble when nonitoring for airborne uraniumand thorium Du
technology limtations, "real-tine" nonitoring for airborne uranium and
not be available in the near future. This is due to the short-lived rad
present in the anmbient air, which interfere with accurate al pha radiatio

Commentor L questioned the reference to the average annual dose to a
of 300 nmilliremper year. The 300 mlliremdose per year reference is t
average person living in the United States receives each year from natur
is unrelated to the interimrenedial action. This apparent m sunderstan
with the comentor.

Conmentor N requested information as to the environnental and health
associated with the Central Storage Facility if it becones a long-termo
facility. DOE has stated in responses to this issue that these facilit
consideration as long-termor pernmanent storage facilities, and therefor
assessment is to be perforned.

Comment or N questioned the worker exposure levels estinmated in the P
Envi ronnental Assessnment in conparison to the annual average exposure to
The annual doses estimated for workers fromthe interimrenedial action
doses that are in addition to average annual exposures from natural and

Conmment or N questioned the inpacts of funding constraints on the int
facility. Budget cuts by Congress could inpact the interimaction by m
of structures and facilities to be renedi ated before the final renedia
t he i mpact of budget cuts would reduce the quantity of materials placed
and once the final renedial action decision is nade, these naterials wl
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APPENDI X B
VWRI TTEN AND ORAL COMVENTS
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APPENDI X B
WRI TTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS
The written comments received during the conment period and verbal conme
during the January 5, 1994 public neeting are contgained in this appendi
coment letter, oral statenent, and subnmitted attachments are referenced

identifier as noted in Table B-1. These coments are a formal part of t
Record for this action.
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TABLE B-1 Witten and Oral Comments Recei ved

VRl TTEN COMVENTS
Kenneth J. Wirzel bacher, Hanmilton, GChio
Carl A. Wycke, Harrison, Ohio
Maggi e Merritt, Harrison, Chio
Paul Ruttencutter, Hanmilton, Chio
Laura Jane Wi tesides, Las Vegas, Nevada
Lawrence L. Stebbins, Hanmilton, Chio

Edwa Yocum Harrison, Chio

I @ m m O O W >»

Vi cky Dastillung, Vice President of Fernald Residents for Environ
Safety and Health (FRESH), Hamlton, Chio



|  Pam Dunn, Harrison, Chio

J Lisa Crawford, President of FRESH, Harrison, Chio

K Karen Bell, President Crosby El enentary PTA, Harrison, Chio

L Norma Nungester, Harrison, Chio

M Holly Schick, State Director of the Chio SBDC, Col unmbus, GChio

Unsigned letter submtted by the Fernald Atonmic Trades & Labor
Council, Ross, Chio

O GahamE Mtchell, Project Manager, Chio Environnental Protectio
Agency, Dayton, GChio

P Maud Naroll, State O earinghouse Coordi nator, Departnent of
Adm ni stration, Carson City, Nevada
ORAL COMMENTS AND ATTACHMENTS
Oral Conment by Bob Tabor
Oral Conment by Jerry Monahan
Subnmitted Attachment to Bob Tabor's Oral Conment
Oral Conment by Vicky Dastillung
Oral Conment by Robert Richardson
Oral Comment by Pam Dunn
Oral Conment by Lisa Crawford

Subm tted Attachnent to Robert Ri chardson's Oral Coment

< X £ < c 4 n 3O
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Comment A

COMVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Pl an/ Envi ronnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial/Action of Op
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided bel o
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nmail this form W nust receiv
conments on or before the close of the public coment period on January

you have questions about the comrent period, please contact Ken Morgan,

Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131.



Name:

Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add my nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Managenment Project:

YES
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Comment B

COMVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action of
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided bel o
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nmail this form W nust receiv
comments on or before th close of the public conmment period on January 7
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morgan
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Name:

Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add my nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Management Project:



YES NO
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Comment C
COVVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action of
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided belo
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nmail this form W nust rece
comments on or before the close of the public coment period on January
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morgan
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add my nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Management Project:

YES NO
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Comment D

COMVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action of
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided bel o
comments, then fold, staple or tap, and mail this form W nust receive
conments on or before the close of the public coment period on January
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morgan
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131



Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add my nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Managenment Project:

YES NO
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Comment E
COVVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action of
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided bel o
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nmail this form W nust receiv
conments on or before the close of the public coment period on January
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morgan
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Name:

Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add nmy nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environnmental Managenment Project:

YES NO
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Comment F

3944 Silax Dr.
Ham [t on, OH 45013
January 7, 1994

Depart nent of Energy

Attention: M. Hanric

Fernal d Envi ronnental Managenent Project
P. 0. Box 398705

Ci ncinnati, Onhio 45239-8705

After reviewing the available informati on regarding the early

di smantling of the production buildings at Fernald. | would like
to you sone of nmy concerns as a resident who |ives downw nd of the
proposed activity.

The infornmation sent to ny hone for review stated that the risk to lo
residents was small. |Is that risk known, and how was it cal cul at ed.
it is not known, as a resident | would Iike to ask that any plan for
di smantling include air pollution nodeling which will show what the r

to ny famly and neighbors is. | would Iike to know if there have be
any air pollution nodels run which show the distribution of the
contam nation that will be caused as a result of these activities. N

screening types nodels, but specifically, conprehensive nodels which
take into consideration terrain, wi nd speed, weather conditions, mXx
hei ght and the deposition patterns.

Only radiol ogi cal contam nation was nentioned in the literature sent
the public. Once of nmy major concerns is the potential threat of
asbestos contami nation. Has any nodeling specifically been done for
this, either screening type or conprehensive.

One of the inportant considerations for risk based calculation is tha
El da El ementary School, the Ross M ddl e School, and the Ross Senior H
School are all in the direction of prevailing wind pattern.

| feel that the plan to performearly dismantling of the production
buildings is not a bad idea. However, | would Iike to request that r
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Comment F (Cont.)

based cal cul ati ons be applied in conjuction with airborne contam nat
nodel s: and the actual risk quantified, prior to any disnmantling of
producti on buil di ngs.

I make this request in good faith, and trust it will be received as a
good faith effort to i nprove the inplenentation of the proposed actio



and that no effort will be made by any party to affect nmy enpl oynent
t he FEMP

Respectful |y yours,

Law ence L. Stebbins
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Comment G
COVIVENT SHEET

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being con
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action of
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di smant
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided bel o
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nmail this form W nmust receiv
conmments on or before the close of the public coment period on January
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morgan
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Name:

Addr ess:

Cty: St at e/ Zi p:

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add nmy nanme to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additional inf
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Managenment Project:

YES NO
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Comment H

COMMENTS ON THE QU 3 PROPOSED PLAN / EA FOR THE | NTERI M
REMEDI AL ACTI ON



* The terns "interimstorage" and "tenporary storage" can
nean very different things to different people. The public
needs and deserves a guarentee that the "interimstorage"
will not be allowed to beconme "pernanent" because of
schedul e slippage or funding problens. An agreenent that
spells out how long "interini nay be and how the public can
enforce this is sorely needed. It should be signed by top
of ficials who have the power to sign such a guarantee.

* Be sure that proceeding with this | ROD does not bias the
ROD or elimnate options, such as off-site vs. on-site
st or age.

* Because the annual Environnmental Mnitoring report is

i ssued so long after the monitoring is actually done, the
public deserves to see the environnental nonitoring results
often, perhaps nonthly, so they can be assured that the QU 3
| ROD activities are not affecting the community's air

wat er, or environnmental quality.

* Also, the nonitoring done specifically for the I ROD should
be made easily available to the public. An update at RI/FS
neetings would be nice. Fast turnaround on anal yzi ng sanpl es
is important so that any problens will be detected pronptly
enough for mtigating neasures to be taken

* Devel opi ng accurate real-tinme nonitoring should be a DOE
priority.

* On page 1-1 and 1-2 it states that it is DCE policy to

i ncorporate NEPA values into the RI/FS process "wherever
practical". Were was it not practical? How does the
general public know that all of NEPA was really incorporated
in the docunent if they aren't NEPA experts?

* How does an EA on an QU relate to the RI/FS EI'S bei ng done
for the whole site?

* The ternminology used is not exactly up-front and honest
with the public. Th fact is that the "interim RODis
actually a "final" ROD for the portion of QU 3 that dealt
with the buildings. Once the IROD is chosen and buil di ngs
cone down, we won't be able to change that. It's final

* A FONSI should not be witten before the public and
regul ators have had the opportunity to coment on the EA
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Conmment H (Cont.)

* Throughout the docunent it says that data on contam nants
is still being collected. |s there nuch potential for
surprises to pop up as nore data is collected?



* While long-termeffectiveness is not required to be
considered for an IROD, it is inportant to the conmunity
that this be considered as nuch as possible. After all it
was a | ack of considering the long-termeffects of
activities at the FEMP that got us in this ness to start
wi t h.

* On page 4-10 it states that "airborne concentrations of
contam nants, on the average, are assuned to increase by a
factor of ten due to renedial actions." Wy a factor of 10?

* The principle of ALARA should be enphasized to protect the
wor kers and the community as nuch as possible.

* The docunent was refreshingly readabl e and included many
short but infornmative statenents that explained "why" things
wer e bei ng done.

Submi tted by

Vi cky Dastillung
3501 Kl enk Pl ace
Ham | ton, OH 45013
(513) 738-5535
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Comment |

January 28, 1994

To: M. Ken Mbdrgan
Fernal d Envi ronnental Managenent Project
U. S. Depart met of Energy
Fernal d, Onhio

RE: Coments on the Proposed Pl an/Environnmental Assessnment - OU 3

While | agree in principle with the early inplenentation of rendiatio

3. | amconcerned with interimstorage discussed in this docunent wi
future considerations being discussed in regards to the possibility o
per manent storage on site of this naterial. DOE s past history of in

storage i s anywhere fromone, two, twenty-five to indefinite years.
neeting Monday January 24, 1994 it was expressed that this storage fa
was nore-or-less to be a staging facility; this is not the term nol og
t he PP/ EA docunent for the Interim Record of Decision, there in a dif
It is therefore requested, strongly and urgently requested, that the
Interi mROD | anguage be nodified to state that this tenporary storage

will not be in existence once the renediation of QU 3 is eventually c
and the deconmi ssioning and denolition of this tenporary storage fac
be included in the final ROD for QU 3. | amalso concerned with the
associated with the construction of this interimstorage facility, th
that a considerable sumof funds will be expected for a structure tha
destroyed in a short period of tine. It is unclear if there are othe

alternatives which may be suitable for the purpose of tenporary/inter



storage or staging, whichever its intentions; perhaps the use of stru
currently of site for short-termwhile the issue of possible pernmanen
site storage is addressed and the funds intended for the interimfaci
applied to this. | amalso still waiting for an answer to ny questio
January 24, 1994 neeting pertaining to the differences in cost for th
tenporary facility as presented in two DOE docunents, the site develo
(small) book states $34 nillion and volunme two the Gold book for QU 3

$8 mllion; | would like clarification of this variance. Again | ws
reiterate the need for wording nodification to the QU 3 PP/ EA and Int
stating that this tenmporary storage facility will be included in the
renmediation of QU 3 is eventually conpleted and the decomi ssioning a
denolition of this tenporary storage facility will be included in the
ROD for QU 3.

Si ncerely

Ms. Pam Dunn
7781 New Haven Rd.
Harrison, GChio 45030

cc: F.RESH Inc
M. John Appl egate, chair, Citizens Task Force
file
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Comment J

January 30, 1994 RE: Public Comments O U
3 Proposed Pl an

M. Ken Mbdrgan

Public Rel ati ons

U. S. Departnent of Energy
P. O Box 398705

Ci ncinnati, OH 45239-8705

Dear M. Morgan:

The purpose of this letter is to provide official coments on the
Qperable Unit 3 Proposed Pl an:

1. The Assistant Secretary of Env. Rest. & Waste Managenent, M.
Thomas Grunbly, nust sign the final IROD;, along with the
Fernald Site Manager (M. Hamric); U S. EPA Director, President
of FERMCO and al so an added | etter of concurrence fromthe GChio
EPA.

2. The public nust have a guarantee that waste storage is interim
and that the long-termplan for waste is nade in a tinmely
manner. Interimmust be defined in nunber of years.

3. There should be continuous nonitoring buildings as they are
torn down and the results should be nade available in a tinely
fashi on.



4. The public nust be involved in the |Iong-term storage and
di sposal pl anni ng phase. They nust al so be kept apprised of
situation on a regular basis. They nust be allowed to see the
spec's of interimstorage plans and ideas. As each O U waste
storage issue a rises, they nust be added together and then
work toward the long-termplan for waste storage & di sposal.

5. Final pernmanent storage facility nmust be that, and not the
interimstorage site. One cannot becone the other -- they nust
be totally separate of one another.

6. Any docunents relevant to this O U that are placed in the
Admi ni strative Record or the Readi ng Room the comunity nust
be notified and afforded the opportunity to coment on them if
appropri ate.

7. DOE/ FERMCO nust show how this will save noney and tinme. They
nmust share their plans for D & D as we nove through the

process.
8. DOE/ FERMCO nust | ook at the long-termwaste plan before it can
even think about interimstorage. It should be called

"interin until it's deermed "long-term' & "pernanent"”! They
nmust define how long "interint' really is -- with a deadline or

proposed deadline. They nmust re-evaluate at that tine, with
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Comment J (Cont.)
conmunity input, for the reasons as to why it's |onger or

there's no long-termplan as of yet.
9. The community mnmust and will be wal ked through this process.
This must be guaranteed. Roundtables should be held as future
pl ans or updates occurr.
If you have questions about these coments, please contact ne as
soon as possible. | look forward to seeing your official coments
with regard to these attached conments.

Si ncerely,

Li sa Crawford
President, F.R E.S.H, INC

LC/ eac

cc: files
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Comment K



Crosby El enentary School PTA
8382 New Haven Rd.
Harrison, GChio 45030

Karen Bel |, President

January 4, 1994

M. K L. Mrgan

Public Information O ficer
DOE Field O fice, Fernald
U. S. Departnent of Energy
P. 0. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Chio 45239-8705

Dear M. Morgan:

The nmenbers of Crosby El enmentary PTA's Executive Board and Croshby
El ementary School's staff, which are nmenbers of the PTA, have read
and di scussed the informati on presented in the "Fact Sheet -
Decont am nati on and Di snmant| ement of Buildings and Structures at
Fernal d, dated Decenber 1993" and the "Proposed Pl an/ Environnenta
Assessnment for Interim Renedial Action of Operable Unit 3"

We are submitting out conments and concerns as an attachment to
this letter. W are submtting themafter the specified public
conmment period closing date of January 7, 1994, as we were inforned
that the public comment period was extended for 30 days as
announced at the public nmeeting held on January 5, 1994.

The PTA Board has taken the position that the PTA's
responsibilities and actions are based in representing the issues
of Parents and Teachers out of concern for our children and
students. Because of the proximty of the school to the Fernald
Site, Crosby Elenentary School's PTA would |ike to have an i nforned
nmenbership. The PTA would |ike DOE and FERMCO to nmi ntain
conmunity relations with our school nenbership and their famlies.

The Board has adopted the follow ng position
"I'n general, the Croshy El ementary School PTA supports the

clean-up effort at Fernald and the concept the clean-up
schedul e coul d be i nproved.

In adopting this position the Board has tried to maintain
sensitivity to the fact that the different alternatives could
affect job and financial security of famlies at our school. This
affect could in turn be inpacted on the children at our school

Si ncerely,

Crosby El enmentary PTA
Karen Bel |, President
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Comment K (Cont.)

Attachment:
Crosby El ementary PTA, January 4, 1994

COMVENT SHEET

Woul d the required infornation on effects to personal health and
envi ronnent be available for the areas to be denplished ahead of
the site RI/FS. Could any contam nation be brought out of the
site. If so what additional information does RI/FS provide.

Wuld Iimts be established and nonitored (air and water) at the
wor k area boundaries. How are limts established, for adults or
children. The school generally is not downwi nd or downstream of
Fernal d. Many of the students however live in the trailer park

sout h- east of Fernal d.

Lead- pai nt has been shown to be dangerous for children. Do you
nonitor for lead. Could construction work increase this hazard.
Could it be brought off-site.

Woul d the tearing down of the buildings affect where hazardous
material is stored.

Woul d the start of denolition in any way affect the outcone of the
RI/FS as far as continuing to store constructi on waste on site. The
prom se has been to return the site to a clean area

There have been articles in the paper that land in our area has
been | ooked at for storage of waste. |Is this true. That seens
like a breach of prom se.

Wuld the traffic be increased affecting the school bus routes.

Woul d construction traffic going off-site be nonitored to keep
roads clean from nmud spreadi ng contani nation

How will it affect the jobs of our parents. WII there be job | oss
affecting the financial situation of famlies and students at our
school. WII there be stressful hone situations created affecting

students at school

Fernal d recei ves national attention. Wuld the clean-up effort
attract any violence to the area. The site has had bonb threats in
t he past.

Al though Fernald is in our school district, it receives no gain of
school tax. No additional support appears to cone fromthe

construction phase. Could DOE/ Fernald financially assist the
school in hook-up to the new public water systenf
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COMMENTS ON PROPCSED PLAN
ENVI RONMVENTAL ASSESSMVENT FOR
I NTERI M REMEDI AL ACTI ON

OF OPERABLE UNIT 3

Norma J. Nungester February 2, 1994
8574 M. Hope Road
Harrison, OH 45030

Page 5-5
5.2 Preferred Alternative

| have serious reservations about storage under tent-Iike
structures of druns of m xed and hazardous waste and do not believe
it is stable or sturdy enough for weather conditions. Wile
interimaction is not supposed to address long-term it nust be
strong enough to w thstand weat her conditions such as heavy snow,
strong winds, and rainfalls. Al of which can and do occur in our
ar ea.

Since the storage location is northeast of the production area, we
could have druns exposed with any em ssions travelling via the
prevailing winds. |f your designed water collection system
overflows, as the current water retention system has been known to
do, clay or till underneath nay serve as a pathway or conduit for
contam nants to the south and/or east where there is less or no
clay or till to protect the aquifer and through any cracks
cont ai ned therein

Wiile the preferred alternative nay provide the best alternative of
t hose considered, and it sounds good in theory or in words, what
about two or three years hence when these barrels are rusting and

| eaki ng m xed and hazardous waste onto and into the ground and the
air? The K-65 silos were cracked and |leaking within a few years,

al t hough they were supposedly designed to |last 25 years and were
made of concrete. Barrels of thoriumwere founnd falling apart and
leaking in the md 1980's after being re-packed in the 1970's.

Is this in conpliance with CERCLA? How about NEPA? Are you
permtted to store radionuclides over an aquifer? Even for a so-
called few years?

Health effects: General Public

Pl ease do not conpare it to an average individual in the United
States receiving an annual radiation dose of 300 mllirenl. CQur

nat ural background in the Fernald area before FEMP was constructed
was two parts per mllion
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Comment L (Cont.)

Preferred Alternative Norma J. Nungester
Qperable Unit 3 February 2, 1994



Page 2

Peopl e have to live with natural background, but sone of these are
man- made contamni nants, and nmany do not naturally occur in this area
(thoriumcones to nmnd). Residents would not have conme in contact
with themvia air, water, or inhalation were it not for the FEMP
facility being located in the Fernald area.

If a person has received a dose year after year after year, from
natural ly occuring and nannmade radi onuclides, your nere 300
mlliremmy be the cunmul ati ve amobunt that puts himin the high-
ri sk category.

We, of course, have no way of know ng this since the DCE refused
to do or disclained health effects studies in the past.

Health effect: Wbrkers

When the buildings are dismantled, or in the process, where are
these workers to go? Are they expected to be out of doors for
ei ght hours a day.

The cl eaning and di smantling shoul d be done by experienced Fernald
Atomi ¢ Trades Council workers who have worked with these

contam nants throughout the years; not people experienced in only
buil di ng and di smantling and cl eani ng of sone hazardous
cont am nant s.

The contractors should not be allowed to order workers to open
cylinders or druns, as they have done in the recent past, which
endanger their lives. The FEMP safety record nust inprove. The
denol i shi ng of good equi pnent such as fire engines to fill scrap
shi pnents nust stop.

1(Fact Sheet for the proposed Pl an/Environnmental Assessnent for
InterimRenedial Action)
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Comment M

DCE is interested in your coments on the cleanup alternatives being
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di sm
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided b
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nail this form W nust rec
conments on or before the close of the public coment period on Janua
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morga
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Comment attached. January 5, 1994

Name: HOLLY SCHI CK, STATE DI RECTOR of the OH O SBDC



Address: OH O DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
77 S. H GH STREET, 28th FLOOR

City: COLUMBUS State/ Zip: OH O 43266-0101
Phone: (614) 466-2711 or 1-800-848-1300

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add nmy name to the Fernald Mailing List to receive additiona
cl eanup progress at the Fernald Environmental Managenment Project:

Yes No:

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Conment M (Cont.)

George V. Voinovich
OH O SMALL BUSI NESS DEVELOPMENT CENTERS Go
Bui | di ng Excellence in Enterprise
Donal d E. Jakeway
Devel opnent Director

TGO  Ken Morgan, the DOE Public Information Officer at Fernald
January 5, 1994

This comment is in response to DOE's request for public coments rega
alternatives. The follow ng statenent serves as a notification to th
the Ohio SBDC wi shes to participate and assist in decision-nmaking pro
of the Fernald site

The Chio Snmal |l Business Devel opment Center (SBDC), under the GChio Dep
Devel opnent and in partnership with the Small Business Adm ni station
training and technial support of Ohio small businesses. The GChio SBD
est abl i shed governnment procurenent network program called Chio Procur
Assi stance (OPTA). The OPTA outreach centers provide prine contract
assi stance to Chi o busi nesses through counseling, training and educat
advocacy initiatives.

The Chio SBDC office was contacted by a consortium of Ohio based bus
i nfornati on on subcontracting opportunities related to the clean up a
DCE Fernald Site. Qur office has begun to research the potential eco
this massive renedi ation project that DOE oversees:

W wish to take the lead in devel oping a statew de econom c strategy
as it relates to the potential inmpacts of the DOE environnmental nanag
state. This initiative woul d establish a nechanismto coordinate |oc
conmunities to assist in the follow ng process:

O developing a network to share informati on and resources, maximz



statewi de opportunities for the enhancenent of:

- publ i c awar eness

- smal | busi ness contracting opportunities
- econom ¢ i npact

- saf ety education and training

- public/private alliances

- i nnovati ve technol ogy and research

- reuse of property, (etc.)

- envi ronnental restoration

as it relates to opportunities at DOE sites within Chio

0 addressing the econom c inmpact of potential contracting opportun
busi nessess and busi nessess throughout the State of GChio

0 addressing the environnental needs of the i nmedi ate areas i npact
An O fice of the Onhio Departnent of Devel opnment
77 S. High St., P.O Box 1001, Col unbus, Chio 43266-0101 (614) 466-

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
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Page 2

The Ohi o SBDC recogni zes the trenendous nagnitude of the problemfac
create an atnosphere of cooperation, trust and understanding in order
and | ocal econonmies within the state and to assist DOE in reaching it

In response to DOE's invitation to conment on the alternatives being
of Operable Unit 3 at the Fernal d Environnent Managenent Project, the
provide infornation to the public on the proposed initiatives and con
Fernald site. W want to work with the DOE Fernald office on area ap
devel opnent, technol ogy rei nvestment, workforce a conmmunity transitio
phases of renedi ati on process.

The Chio SBDC intends to work with the DOE site personnel for O
and in accordance with the cleanup goals and schedule. The Ghio SBDC
the DOE OFfice of Facility Transition and Managenent, EM 60 as the Oh
devel opnent assi stance (see attachnents froma 1994 DOE Handbook)

In summary, we wish to assist in making this renediation project
econom cally and environmental ly; and one that will provide DOE with
renmedi ati on projects. W look forward to hearing fromyou an devel op
determ nation for achieving success.

Holly I. Schick, State Director
Ohi o Smal | Busi ness Devel oprment Center
Chi o Departnent of Devel opnment
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U. S. Departnent of Energy

Econom ¢

Devel opnent Fundi ng,
Assi st ance, and
Poi nt s of Cont act

FY 1994 Handbook

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Conmment M (Cont.)
PREFACE

Thi s handbook provides infornmation on federal and state econonic deve
assi stance, and points of contact. It is for planning purposes only
solicitation.

As with any reference guide, revisions will be necessary as condition
factors cone to light. O immediate concern to the econom c devel opm
budget appropriation figures which affect econonic devel opment fundin
These figures should beconme avail abl e by Novenber 1993, and will be i
to this docunment at that tinme.

Updates will be provided to assess prograns contained in the handbook
t hey occur, and to provide updated infornation as new contacts, fund
est abl i shed.

Thi s docunent was prepared by Joseph Pastel and Laura Prout of Scienc
I nternational Corporation under contract with the Departnent of Energ
t he agencies described in the following text. Copies are distributed
econom ¢ devel opnent representatives at DOE sites and surroundi ng com
request.

To obtain additional copies please contact:

Kitty R Gandee

Ofice of Facility Transition and Managenment, EM 60
United States Departnent of Energy

1000 I ndependence Ave., SW

Washi ngton, D.C. 20585

(202) 586-3605

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
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Conment N
COMMVENT SHEET

DCE is intersted in your comments on the cleanup alternatives being c
Proposed Plan / Environnental Assessnent for Interim Renedial Action
Unit 3, including the preferred alternative to decontam nate and di sm
production area at the Fernald site. Please use the space provided b
comments, then fold, staple or tape, and nail this form W nust rec
conmments on or before the close of the public coment period on Janua
you have questions about the coment period, please contact Ken Morga
Public Information O ficer at Fernald, at (513) 648-3131

Comrents are attached

Narme: Fat al
Address: Box 126
Cty: Ross State/ Zi p: OH 45061

Phone:

MAI LI NG LI ST ADDI TI ONS

Pl ease add nmy name to the Fernald Mailing List to receive addit
cl eanup progress at the Fernald environmental Management Project:

YES NO

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
Conment N (Cont.)
Fernal d Atomic G ades & Labor Counci
AFL O C1O Metal Trades Affiliated
P. O Box 126, Ross, Chio 45061
Comments of the Fernald Atom c Trades and Labor Council (FAT&LC)
February 7, 1994

Concerni ng the
Envi ronnental Assessnment (EA) for Operable Unit 3 (OU 3)



Fernal d Envi ronnental Managenent Project (FEMP)
U. S. Departnent of Energy (DOE)
Fernal d, Onhio

| NTRODUCTORY COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNIT 3, ENVI RONVENTAL ASSESSMENT

We support the DOE's effort to obtain the earliest, |east cost and
of the Fernald site. W support this interimaction for QU 3 as wel
reservations about whether the Environmental Assessment was properly
ri sks have been properly assessed, and whether certain mtigating nea
taken to reduce avoi dable risk. Thus, our coments are intended to s
and mtigate certain risks which we believe nmust be addressed in orde
perm ssibly issue a Finding of No Significant | Mact (FONSI). If the
assessed, and the mtigating actions we request are undertaken, a fu
action will not be required.

These coments are al so intended to suppl ement the verbal comen
Tabor, speaking on behal f of FAT&LC, that were given at the public he
5, 1994 at the Plantation in Harrison, Chio. See transcript of hear

FAT&LC appreciates DOE's 30 day extension of the coment period.
tinme provided a chance for a Roundtable with FRESH and FAT&LC to addr
concerns regardi ng NEPA conpli ance.

1. HAS DOE TAKEN A "HARD LOOK" AT THE "WORST CASE'. [|S THE RI SK AS-
SESSMENT PREPARED BY A PARTY W THOUT ANY POSSI BLE CONFLI CT OF

| NTERST, AND | F NOT, WHAT MEASURES HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO M Tl GATE
THESE RI SKS?

The EA | acks the required "worst case" analysis resulting froma
failure or release fromthe central storage facility (CSF). The CSF
radi oactive and other contami nated debris, waste and rubble fromthe
decontani nation of up to 200 buildings in QU 3. A "worst case" scena

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
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Comrents of FAT&LC on EA for QU3

preparing an EI'S, pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22. A worst case analysis

probability anal ysis, a dispersion nodel and an environnental inpact

credi ble catastrophic failure is a hurricane or tornado tearing the f
CSF and spreadi ng contam nated material around.

The ostensible "worst case" postulated in the EA was a ruptured H
Particulate Air Filter blowing natter for 24 houurs. CQbviously, if a
notor switch would be turned off! To suggest that a ruptured filter
scenario trivalizes the intent of CEQ regul ati on under NEPA to exam n
a worst case scenario, especially where the record contains testinony
conpar abl e event) has hit near the OJ 3 once before (see transcript p

To the extent that there are gaps in relevant information, or sc
as may be the case here, CEQ regulations require the agency to "al way
such information is |acking or that uncertainty exists."



The EA docunent fails to identify these risks or the uncertainty
t hem

FERMCO and its subcontractors, acting as agents of the Responsib

U S. Departnment of Energy, apparently prepared the risk assessnent in
to FERMCO, the DCOE and the two EPAs (US EPA and Chio EPA) reviewed th
Assessnents in the EA. The assunptions contained in the Ri sk Assessm
at the January 5, 1994 hearing by DOE's contractor, FERMCO rather th
An adm ni strative agency nmay not delegate is public duties to private
private entities whose objectivity may be questioned on grounds of co
Sierra Club v Sigler, 695 F2d 957 (1983).

At the January 5, 1994 DCE public hearing, the follow ng exchan
FERMCO and a citizen illustrates this point:

Ctizen: Wuld it nake sense to solicit conment on that f
who are concerned about whet her or not the docunent (EA)
properly scoped at this tine?

FERMCO of ficial : We are soliciting coments.

Ctizen: No you're not, the DOE is soliciting conments.
(Transcript at 95)

Has DOE taken a hard | ook at the environnental consequences fr
scenario fromthe tenporary storage of radioactive debris in a fabric
conpared with the other alternatives? Has DOE taken a hard | ook at m
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Comrents of FAT&LC on EA for QU3

Cost effective alternatives nay be readily avail able, but not yet con
a deternmination that this risk is inconsequential or so unlikely that
serious consideration?

The standard of scrutiny for reviewing this EA is higher when DOE
contractor to prepare docunents for the agency, and when the contract
behal f of the agency, as it did at the public hearing on January 5, 1
of this EA |l eaves the distinct inmpression that nost, if not all of th
by the contractor working for DOE. Wile ostensibly the DOE was supe
shortage of DCE personnel |eads us to question the thoroughness of DO
realize that the preparation of the EA was a manmmoth task and that DO
the participation of contractors. However, the |ine between governne
policy decisions, and that of an interested contractor engaging in in
activity has been blurred.

2. HI STORI CAL RI SK DATA THAT IS USED IN THE EA IS UNRELI ABLE

The historical estimate of radionuclide discharges fromt
1987 Westinghouse data (referenced on page D-20 of the EA) that
understate the true quantity of discharges. New emni ssions data was r
EA nmust be updated to reflect the 1993 data on the quantity of uraniu
radi onucl i de rel eases when | ooking at past risks, as well as data co
with the dose reconstruction project.



The annual and total mrem exposure (for skin, whole, eye, extrem
are not detailed in the EA since environmental restorati on work began

The EA postul ates that the average external exposures to workers
was 166 nrem between 1986-87 when operations will still underway. It
the probability of an average exposure as high as 166 nrenfyr is |ow
RAD | training nmanual notes that the US annual average radiation dose
person. Thus, this risk profile fromd&d activity assunes that worke
bel ow t he background | evels for an average person not enployed at the

Who has critically exam ned this assunption within DOE? |If DOE ag
that this level is achievable, will it |ower the DOE and FERMCO adm n
| evel s at the FEMP correspondingly? If not, why not?

3. THERE 1S NO ASSURANCE THAT THE CSF WLL NOT BY DEFAULT BECOVE
A LONG TERM STORAGE FACILITY. THUS SAFEGUARDS ARE REQUI RED TO
ASSURE THAT THE "I NTERIM ACTION' 1S NOT A "FI NAL ACTI ON'

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
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Comrents of FAT&LC on EA for QU3

The EA relies on the assunption that a Central Storage facility w
to cover radioactive and contam nated soils wastes and debris. These
foot structures are effectively little nmore than a fabric covered ten
on the assunption that the CSF is tenporary and that permanent di spos
after a final RI/FS and ROD is conpl et ed.

There are three major risks associated with the CSF that are not
Appendi x E of the EA, and shoul d have been scoped before the EA was d
are:

1. The tenporary (CSF) facility will, by default, becone a |onge
facility (i.e. wastes will continue to be stored after the po
finalized in late FY 97) because of budget shortfalls, alterna
siting linmtations, or technology shortfalls;

2. The CSF will becone a pernmanent storage facility (due to budg
reasons) i.e. final action will not be in full inplenentation by
that the design of the CSF cover is 10 years and can be "repaired
if needed to extend life); and

3. The CSF is subject to catastrophic failure due to tornado, hu
event which will cause the waste and debris to be spread over the
t he nei ghboring areas off site. This risk is not considered in A
was not treated seriously at the January 5, 1994 hearing by FERMC
The risk froma tornado/ hurricane should be conpared with the ris
the debris in (decontani nated/l ocked down) standing buildings. T
al so be assessed in terns of the |ikelihood an severity of such e
spread the | oose debris. While the likelihood of a tornado hitt
be | ow over 1-3 year period, howw Il the Iikelihood increase ove
peri od.

Wth respect to the three scenarios outlined above, the follow ng



and deserve a clear reply:
1. Please define with precision the tine frame covered by the wo

2. By law or rule, what is the longest tine period an action can

rinm? 10 CFR 1021.104 does not delimt the time frame. |If this te

Wi DCE stipulate to a maxinumtime period beyond which the action w
emain interin®?

inte
[

3. How can DCE and EPA guarantee that the interimaction won't b
per manent by default?

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
Conmment N (Cont.)
Comments of FAT&LC on EA for QU3

4. Budget crunches are very real. Has the possibility that fund
nmade avail abl e by Congress been factored in when decidi ng whether to
covered storage area instead of a nore durable alternative? If so, ho

5. What are the environnmental and health risks of the CSF becone
or permanent storage facility? How are these risks nmitigated in the E

6. Since there is no pernmanent storage facility, and a fabric te
to cover the | oose contami nated rubble, is the material safer inits
cat astrophi ¢ weather event (ie in a decontam nate and | ocked down bu
is turned into rubble?

7. WII contam nated rubble ultinately be put into a solidif
does it nmake sense to begin treatnent and solidification sooner to m
ri sks i nherent in having | oose rubble stored under a fabric tent?

4, DOE APPARENTLY PREJUDGED THE ADEQUACY OF THE EA TO SUPPCRT A
FONSI BEFORE EVER SEEKI NG PUBLI C OMVENT

Under questioning at the January 5, 1994 hearing in Harrison, Ohi
reveal ed that DOE intends to issues a FONSI. Before the EA was ever
revi ew and conment on Decenber 8, 1993, a draft FONSI had al ready bee
dat ed Novenber, 1993.

By drafting a FONSI in Novenber, DOE has at |east tentatively det
a FONSI was warranted wi thout even holding a public hearing on the EA
left to wonder whether the hearing process little nore than a fornal
a draft-FONSI before the EA has even been announced and rel eased?

Wiy didn't DCE first announce its intent to issue a FONSI at the
rel eased the EA for public comrent on Decenber 8, 19937

In response to concerns that only an EA (and not a full EI'S) woul
the QU-3 InterimAction, Dave Kozl owski of DCE stated at the January

"in April (1993) an acion description nenmorandum was witten for
project, which indicated that an environnmental assessment would



likely be docunentation that woul d be needed from NEPA, and that
submtted for public comment and it appeared in the Federal Regis
" (transcript page 93)

An inquiry to DOE's NEPA unit in headquarters (EH25) inforns us
was no Federal Register notice on this NEPA action. The only related

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Conment N (Cont.)
Comrents of FAT&LC on EA for QU3

could produce was a letter to the state of Chio informng themo
a conbined EA for QU3 and the CSF. Perhaps M. Kozl owski nisspoke,
he should clarify this point of concern for the record. Was there a
was there public comrent on this notice, and why was the public not n
to performan EA and not an EI S?

The transcript will also reveal that at no tine did FAT&C or Ric
of the GQ1l, Chemcal & Atomic Wrkers Union ever call for an EI S inst
OJ3's interimaction.

5. THE OU-3 BASELI NE SUBM TTED BY FERMCO TO DOE CALLS FOR THE
REPLACEMENT OF THE CURRENT HOURLY WORKFORCE AND IS AT ODDS W TH
THE EA'S ASSUMPTI ON CF M M NVAL SOCI CECONOM C | MPACTS

The EA for OU- 3 states that there will be "no change in the nunbe
ees," and suggests there will be mninmal socioeconomc inpact fromim
Recomended Alternative (#3). This conclusion is at odds w th anothe
document, the FEMP Baseline. FERMCO s current Baseline for the OU-3
the QU-3 hourly workforce from 170 down to 23 between FY 94-97 (SR-00
1.1.1.3, spreadsheet dated Decenber 6, 1993). Apparently, the existi
will be replaced by subcontract workers, At the January 5, 1994 DOCE
guestion for soci oecononm c inpact was rai sed, and the record reflects
FERMCO official agreeing that a different hourly workforce may be use
activities.

FAT&LC has subsequently been infornmed by DOE that the Baseline is
deci si onal docunent, and efforts are underway to inplenent the workfo
of Section 3161 of the FY 93 Defense Authorization Act, 42 USC 7274h.
wor kf orce i ssues are resolved, however, the Environmental Assessnent,
the January 5 hearing, grossly understates the soci oeconom c inpacts.
any acconpanyi ng uncertainties should be identified in the EA

6. A FINDI NG OF NO SI GNI FI CANT | MPACT (FONSI) REQUI RES THE FINDING T
PROPOSED ACTI ON WLL NOT HAVE A SI GNI FI CANT EFFECT ON THE HUMAN ENVI R
MENT. DOES THE EA MEET THI S TEST OR | S FURTHER M TI GATI ON REQUI RED?

If DOE issues a FONSI, 10 CFR 1021.322(2) requires that a FONSI m

Any conmitnments to mitigation that are essential to render the im
of the proposed action not significant, beyond those mitigation m
that are integral elements of the proposed action, and a referenc
Mtigation Action Plan...
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The EA and the Draft FONSI do not contain any neans to mitigate t
i nherent in using a fabric covered structure to cover |oose contani na
from (1) becoming a long termstorage facility; (2) beconmi ng a pernan
or (3) catastrophic failure due to a tornado or hurricane.

The EA does not explore the conversion of an existing building(s)
storage of contam nated debris, waste and rubble that mght mtigate
of contamination in the event that there is a catastrophic event such
hurricane. The EA nust address this option.

We recommend a stipul ation between DOE, EPA, Chio EPA and nenbers
the public that any FONSI contain the foll ow ng:

1. A hamrer date by which contanminated materials placed in the C
begin to be renoved fromthe CSF on an ongoing basis for treatnent an
(estinated date January 1, 1998);

2.  An enforceabl e agreement anobng FRESH, DOE, and EPA that prohi
per manent storage of material from OU 3, to be signed by Assistant Se
Energy for Environnental Restoration;

3. A systemof fines/penalties against DOE and the contractor if
debris materials are stored in the CSF on nore that an interimbasis,
of interim and

4. A comitment to minimze adverse socioeconom c inmpacts to the
by retaining the existing long termhourly workforce to performenvir
and wast e managenent activity to the maxi nrum extent feasible.
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Chi oEPA
State of Chio Environnmental Protection Agency

Sout hwest District Ofice

40 South Main Street

Dayt on, Chi o 45402-2086

(513) 285-6357 George V. Voinovich
FAX (513) 285-6404 Gover nor



January 31, 1994 RE: PUBLI C COMVENTS
O U 3 PROPCSED PLAN

M. Ken Mbdrgan

Publi c Rel ati ons

U. S. DCE FEMP

P. O. Box 398705

Cincinnati, Chio 45239-8705

Dear M. Morgan:

The purpose of this letter is to provide official coments on the
Qperable Unit 3 Proposed Pl an

1. The QU3 Proposed Plan is the culmnation of efforts by Chio
EPA, U S. EPA, and DOE to nitigate potential environnenta

rel eases, achieve a faster cleanup, and realize significant
cost savings. The Proposed Pl an recogni zes that current
structures have exceeded their design |ife and therefore have
no future use other than decontam nation and denolition

This, of course will be a gradual process where buil dings that
are not being used to support renediation will be taken down
over the next 15-20 years.

2. OU3 waste storage - Chio EPA, as well as the residents around
Fernal d, have significant concern with regard to DOE' s
historic definition of the term"interimstorage". GChio EPA
concurs that |aydown, sorting and interimstorage areas are
needed for this InterimRenedial Action. However, we want DOE
assurances that interimstorage does not beconme |long term
storage. DOE should address this issue by explicitly defining
the terns and duration of "interimstorage" within the Interim
Record of Deci sion.

3. Additional Storage area - Wth regard to building additiona
interimstorage areas, Chio EPA believes that DOE shoul d nake
the maxi mumeffort to utilize the Plant 1 Pad and ot her
exi sting buildings and storage areas at Fernald. The Plant 1
Pad is currently undergoing a major renoval action to upgrade
the Pad and erect structures to provide interimstorage for
renedi ati on waste like O U 3's. To successfully utilize these
areas wWill require a conmtnrment from DOE to nanage and ship
wast e residues currently stored on the Plant 1 Pad and ot her
buil dings. ©hi o EPA expects DOE to nake this conm tnent.

4. Environnental nonitoring data should be collected as buil dings

are removed to ensure that engineering controls are effective
in controlling environnental releases. This data nust be nade.
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M. Ken Mbdrgan
January 31, 1994
Page #2



available to the public via roundtables, fact sheets, etc..

If you have any questions about these comments pl ease contact Tom
Schnei der or ne.

Si ncerely,

Graham E. Mtchell
Proj ect Manager

CGEM t as

cc: Lisa Crawford, FRESH
Jack Van Kley, Ohio AGD
Tom Schnei der, DERR
JimSaric, US. EPA
Ken Al kema, FERMCO
Li sa August, Geotrans
Jean M chaels, PRC
Jeni fer Kwasni ewski, DERR
Robert Owen, ODH

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
Comment P
BOB M LLER STATE OF NEVADA JOHN P
Gover nor Di rector

DEPARTMENT OF ADM NI STRATI ON
Capi tol Conpl ex
Carson City, Nevada 89710
Fax (702) 687-3983
(702) 687-4065

February 7, 1994

Thomas P. Grunbly

Assi stant Secretary for Environnental
Restorati on and Waste Managenent

U. S. Departnent of Energy

Washi ngt on, DC 20585

Re: SAI NV #94300068

Project: Operable unit 3, Proposed Pl an/Environnmental Assessnent for
Renedi al Action, Fernald Environnental Managenent Project, Fernal

Dear M. Gunbly:

Attached is a comment fromthe Nevada Division of Environnental Prote
concerning the above referenced project. This conmment constitutes the S
review of this proposal as per Presidential Executive Order 12372. Plea
or concerns in your final decision.



Si ncerely,

Maud Nar ol
State C earinghouse Coordinator
O
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STATE OF NEVADA
.M DODCO N BOB M LLER
Adm ni strat or Gover nor
Adm ni stration (702) 687-4670 Wast e Managemen
687- 6872
Air Quality 687- 5065 Chemi cal Hazards Man
687-5872
Movi ng Regul ati on and Recl anation 687-4876 Federal Facilit
Water Quality Pl anning 687- 5863 Fax
Water Pol lution Control 687-6870
Fax 687- 5856
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATI ON AND NATURAL
RESOQURCES

DI VI SI ON OF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON

Capi tol Conpl ex
333 W Nye Lane
Carson City, Nevada 89710

February 3, 1994

CLEARI NGHOUSE COMVENTS

NDEP # 94-068
SAI NV  # 94300068

TITLE. U S. DOE - Proposed Plan/EA for Interim Renedial Action for F
Envi ronnent al Managenent Project - NTS

The Division of Environnental Protection has reviewed the afornention
item and has the foll ow ng conments:

There has been no attenpt to evaluate the appropriateness of the Prop
our coments concern the disposition of wastes generated from any of
or the disposition of the materials storage that have now been determ

Page 2-12 Section 2.3.2.1 Renpval No.9 - Renpval of Waste |nvent
This section addresses the 15,000 containers of thoriummaterials tha
and are proposed for shipnent to the Nevada Test Site (NTS) for dispo
stated to be in conpliance with EPA and DOT regul ati ons and DOE Order
whet her or not the specific renoval actions may be in conpliance with
however the proposed disposal facility on the NTS which woul d enabl e



not in the sane | evel formal conpliance.

DCE Order 5820.2A Requires DOE to perform a detail ed PERFORMANCE
of disposal facility, this has not been done for any of the disposal
therefore DOE is technically not in conpliance with its own O de
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Page 2 - NDEP 94-068 - SAl 94300068

Page 3-7 under Section 3.4 Alternative 3 - Decontaminate and Di s
alternative) In the second paragraph on this page it is stated " At t
facility for which a NEPA revi ew has been conpleted that can receive
FEMP proposes to ship 500,000 cubic feet of waste fromthis action to
i nclude the thoriummterials declared wastes referenced in the previ
intent of this statenent is that this NEPA evaluation will only consi
that is the site DCE has directed themto ship |low | evel wastes to.
inplies that the disposal facilities at NIS have al ready been eval uat
THIS IS NOT TRUE. Although DOE has designated and used the NTS as a

facility there has never been any NEPA eval uation of this action
continual point of contention with the State. Failure to perform NEP
facilities is also violation of DOE Order 5820.2A

David R Cowperthwaite
Cl eari nghouse Coordi nat or
Di vi sion of Environnmental Protection

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Conment Q

1 to work. There were sone people that signed up as
2 they cane in who wished to nake statenments. | will
give their nanmes and call themup. People who w sh

3
4 to make a statenment, you need to cone up to the
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m crophone, state your name clearly so the recorder

»

can easily get your comment.

I would like to start with Bob

(o]

Schwab.
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MR, SCHWAB: Ken, Bob Tabor is going

to make that presentation in behalf of the

Counci | .

MR MORGAN. All right, fine.

MR TABOR | have sone comments,

the Fernald Atom c Trade --

namne.

MR, MORGAN:. You need to state your

MR TABOR Ch, I'msorry, |I'm

Robert Tabor, speaking in behalf of the Fernald

Atom ¢ Trades and Labor Counci l

The comrents of the Fernald Atom c

Trades and Labor Council on the environnmenta

assessment for the Fernald Operable Unit 3, you'l

have to bear with ne, | have a relatively |engthy

statenment here, I'Il try to nove this along as fast
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as

can.

January 5th, 1994. The Fernald

Atom ¢ Trades and Labor Council| has been the

primary representative of the hourly work force at

the Fernald site for over four decades. 1In the

course of this period we have not only perfornmed

7 production work but have perforned virtually every

ki nd of environnental cleanup work. |Indeed, since
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the shutdown of the site in 1989 our work has
focused on the environnental cleanup

In the brief period in which the EA
has been publicly available, the FATLC has not been
abl e to undertake the full analysis, including
assessi ng backup docunents that is required.
FATLC, therefore, respectfully requests that the
record be kept open for the reasonabl e period of
time to permt the FATLC and ot her three weeks or
provide fuller coments, two or three weeks or
what ever the decision was.

However, information available to the
FATLC does rai se basic questions which we hope wl|
be addressed by those who prepared the EA. These
guestions go to both the EA's prem ses and the
extent to which relevant facts and | aw have been
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site safety standards and required practices are
not adequate. |If the EA's conclusion is to proceed
sooner rather than later, is to mtigate risk and
not increase it, these issues nust be addressed by
the EA and sol utions buttoned down before the
recomendati on is approved. For exanple, A FERMCO
and DOE docunents record that the site it yet to

conply with nany basic standards and protocol
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including alarm rat control, and OSHA st andards.
FATLC has previously provided such docunents to DOE
and woul d be pleased to put themin the record
here. How have these deficiencies, some of which
have been comented upon critically by the defense
facility's Nuclear Safety Board and others, been
factored into the risk assessnent?

B, in Septenber 7th, 1993 nenop on the
status of the site hazardous comunication program
for conpliance with OSHA, 29 CFR 1910-1200, a DCE
consul tant reported that, "The overall site haz com
programis not in conpliance with current OSHA
standard, 29 CFR 1910-1200, nor the site docunent
chem cal hazardous conmunicati ons program RN2806."

Most of FERMCO s internal tinme align

dat es have not been net, nonetheless in a Septenber
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consi der ed.

In essence, the EA supports the
recommended alternative imediate facility
di smant | enent and denolition on grounds that quick
reaction will save costs and reduce needl ess worker

and comunity exposure to risk. In the absence

7 FATLC agrees this sounds plausible. However, it

has recently becone clear evidence that present
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site health and safety rules and practices, work
force plans, and by that token cost and safety
assunption are inadequate and indeed contrary to
law. Hither to these matters have not been
addressed. By that token it does not appear that
they are addressed in the EA. In raising them at
this same time, FATLC wants to make clear that it
hopes to work in good faith with FERMCO and t he DOE
and ot her stakeholders to address these matters.
However, given the limted time available to file
coments and the fact that these matters remain to
be resol ved, FATLC is obliged to raise these
matters here. W also will provide for the record
further docunmentation transmtted to DOE which
addresses these questi ons.

Firstly, it is now clear that the
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30th, 1993 road nmap of the site, FERMCO stated that
it is in conplaince with 29 CFR 1910 COccupati ona
Saf ety and Health standards. The FERMCO per pared

road nap was forwarded by DCE Fernald to

5 headquarters, evidently for public distribution

Is FERMCO i n conpliance with OSHA? Has anyone

checked? VWhat does the EIS assune? What effect
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woul d nonconpliance have if work is speeded up?

C, in a Novenmber 30th, 1993 letter to
FERMCO, DCE i nfornmed FERMCO of basic deficiencies
in the FERMCO health and safety plan. In
particular, DOE stated the plan | acked basic worker
enpower nent provi si ons which DOE stated are
essential to assuring health and safety. What does
the EI S assunme about the adequacy of the basic site
heal th and safety plan? What effect woul d speedup
have in light of an inadequate plan?

D, the EA concludes that there is
relatively little risk of radioactive rel ease from
the site. Once again, it is not clear whether this
assunption is founded on full know edge of the site
activities. For exanple, FATLC has recently
brought to DOE and Congressional attention a
rel ease of uranium hexafluoride that to FATLC s
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under st andi ng was not reported as required. DOE
has been on-site investigating this rel ease and
rel ated i ssues of nuclear safety. Are those who

prepared the EA aware of of this episode and the

5 practices that underlie it? Has such an episode

been factored into the risk assessnent?

E, docunents confirmthat FERMCO has
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at least until extrenely recently displayed what
has been called an insensitivity to health and
safety issues. For exanple, as discussed at recent
Congr essi onal hearings, FERMCO s safety manua
actual |y counsel ed FERMCO enpl oyees not to provide
i nfornmati on on potential safety violations to
government conpliance inspectors. Simlarly,
FERMCO documents show that FERMCO ES&H st af f
conpared the cost of conmplying with health and
safety rules against the penalties for
nonconpl i ance.
In the nost recent past DCE and

FERMCO have stated a conmitment ot address basic

heal th and safety issues and deficiencies in
ongoi ng progranms. FATLC | ooks forward to worKking
with themand all others in this process.

Nonet hel ess, the timng and extent to which they
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wi Il be addressed remains to be seen
In addition to the specific questions
not ed above, exanples such as those above raise

nore basic questions, including:
One, did those who -- let ne see
here -- did those who reviewed the EA at the EPA

and the Onhio EPA questions health and safety



8 assunptions provided by FERMCO and DOE?

9 Two, did the EA exam ne and/or

10 contenpl ate the health and safety deficiencies that
11 have recently surfaced? If not, who does their

12 presence affect the presunption that workers in the
13 conmunity will be benefited by speedy action?

14 Three, what actions will be taken in
15 revising the EA to bring to bear critical analysis
16 on the deficiencies that have surfaced and on the
17 renedi es that must be provi ded before action can

18 proceed?

19 Secondl y, FERMCO has pl anned to

20 replace the FATLC work force which has |ong

21 perforned cleanup tasks with a new work force, much
22 likely with | ess experience at the site and, for

23 all anyone knows, maybe | ess experience with

24 nuclear materials. This work force is to be
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1 enpl oyed under a docunent called Project Labor
2 Agreenent. Woirkers hired under this agreement will
3 be governed by the very FERMCO health and safety
4 plan which the DCE has just found deficient. In
5 contrast, FATLC, the negotiators of the Project

6 Labor Agreenent, failed to insist on the worker



7 enpower nent provi sions which the DOE has confirned

8 are essential for Fernald site health and safety.

9 FERMCO S design to replace the long-termwork force
10 is nade plain by the baseline docunment which FERMCO
11 has recently provided to DOE. This docunent in
12 essence |lays out the plans for the site, and DOE
13 must approve the docunent. The baseline vol unes
14 for Operable Unit 3 show that virtually all work
15 will be subcontracted out under the Project Labor
16 Agreenment. That is even though FATLC worker has
17 Il ong perforned cleanup at the site, the FERMCO pl an
18 shows he or she will likely be fired to be repl aced
19 by a new worker hired under a subcontract, perhaps
20 with no site experience, who will performthe sane
21 or simlar work and probably at higher pay.

22 The repl acenent of a worker with
23 nucl ear cleanup experience is contrary to conmon

24 sense as well as equity. |In the case of nuclear
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1l sites there is a special prem umon maintaining

2 those who have dealt with nuclear waste and no

3 particulars of the site. This experience is

4 essential because, as has been repeatedly found and

5 as DCE has acknow edged, traditional oversight



6 agenci es such as OSHA, DOE, and environnenta

7 agenci es have | acked staff and other resources

8 needed to follow site work in the detail needed.

9 In this case the planned repl acenent
10 of the existing work force is without evident

11 regard for statutory and DOE policy to maintain, to
12 the extent practicable, the long-termwork force as
13 cl eanup proceeds. For exanple, see Section 31 of
14 the fiscal year 1993 Defense Authorization Act in
15 the DCE Five-Year Plan.

16 In addition to jeopardi zing safe and
17 efficient cleanup, the replacnent of the |ong-term
18 work force will obviously have inmpact on the

19 conmunities in which they live. W enphasize this
20 is not a case where workers wi |l becone unenpl oyed
21 because there is no work to be done, rather it is a
22 case where experienced workers will be replaced for
23 the sane or simlar work with no apparent economc

24 or health and safety |ogic.
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1 In Iight of the above, FATLC requests

2 that the revision of the EA address the follow ng

3 questions: One, did those perparing the EA

4 consider Section 3161 and the work force continuity

5 policies expressed in the DCE Five-Year Plan? |If
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not, these must be consi dered.

Two, what assunptions does the EA
make about work force to be used in the cl eanup of
QU-3? For exanple, does the EA assune that
what ever is stated in FERMCO s, baseline wll
govern? If not, what is assuned?

Three, if the EA nade no assunptions
or accepted FERMCO s, what consideration was given
to the costs and health and safety effects of the
pl anned repl acenent of the Fernald Atom ¢ Trade and
Labor Council work force as indicated in the FERMCO
QU 3 baseline? For exanple, in deposition
testimony FERMCO s president stated that in
determ ning to enpl oy subcontract workers and
repl ace FATLC on cl eanup work, FERMCO woul d
cost conparisons. That is, FERMCO woul d
subcontract work out even if it costs taxpayers
nore. Does the EA' s cost anal ysis and concl usi ons

contenplate this logic? Have those performng the
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EA performed their own cost analysis of the way in
whi ch FERMCO proposed to do the work?
As stated above, the Project Labor

Agreenent | acks health and safety provisions which
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DCE has recently told FERMCO are essential to

wor ker protection. Does the EA's recommendation to

7 press on with the work contenplate the use of a
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work force that failed to insist upon protections
required by workers and the comunity? |f so, what
consi derati on has been given to the effect on
wor ker and community safety?

The introduction of hundreds of new
workers to replace the FATLC work force wi |
require extensive training. However, at the sane
time FERMCO woul d fire workers in whomtaxpayers
have invested many thousands of dollars in training
and experience. Does the EA consider the cost and
saf ety consequences of this waste of scarce
t axpayer dollars?

Thirdly, if work is to proceed
expedi tiously, then safe and efficient performance
requires an assured supply of trained personnel
On the other hand, FERMCO has proposed to fire the

experi enced FATLC work force. And on the other
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hand, it admttedly does not have the plans and/or
resources to train needed workers. For exanpl e,
t he Novenber 30th, 1993 FERMCO basel i ne document

records that FERMCO is or has term nated contracts



5 who have been providing radiation worker protection
6 classes. This says FERMCO wil| reduce the nunber
7 of qualified RAD Worker || personnel by

8 approxi mately 50 percent weekly.

9 Addi tional |y, devel opnent of other

10 DCE mandated training will be del ayed because of

11 insufficient personnel to develop identified

12 training.

13 Have t hose preparing and revi ewi ng

14 the EA considered the adequacy of the training

15 programs and rel ated resources which underlie the

16 recommended alternative? |f so, where is the

17 analysis? |If not, such analysis is essential to

18 any recommendation for quick action

19 Fourthly, have those preparing the EA

20 considered the impact on community dislocation of

21 plan which would rapidly renpbve a | ong-standi ng and

22 community based work force and replace it with an
23 alternative work force, one which may have far |ess

24 roots in the Fernald communities? |If so, where is
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1 the analysis? While comunity inpacts nmay be hard
2 to quantify, they will nonethel ess be real
3 FATLC notes that whatever rul es may

4 govern the triggering of the EA/EIS where one is
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prepared, it is axiomatic that related soci ol ogi ca

i npacts nmust be considered. Moreover, in this

7 situation the need to consider community inpacts is
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i ndependent|ly nmandated by Section 3161 and DOE' s

own policies, including order 47.1 as well as the
Five-Year Plan. The EA states that there will be
no change in enpl oynent | evels.

Fifthly, the EA proceeds on the
prem se that the proposed actions can be consi dered
interimand, therefore, analysis of pernanent
actions is not required at this tinme. As the
Fernal d Atomi c Trades and Labor Council understands
it, however, the OUJ 3 work includes shipping waste
of f-site for permanent disposal el sewhere. This
woul d seemto be an action which could not be
characterized as interim

Thank you for this opportunity. W
| ook forward to your response to our conmments and
the opportunity to submit supplenentary coments.

And | have here an additional docunment that | would
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1 like to submit for the records

2 MR MORGAN. Thank You
3 MR TABOR: Thank You

4 MR, MORGAN:. Jerry Monahan



5 MR, MONAHAN: Jerry Mbnahan, Greater
6 Cincinnati Building Trades. | would |like to nmake
7 just sone brief remarks, nostly in response to M.

8 Tabor's remarks, but what | believe is inaccurate
9 description of the Project Labor Agreemnent.
10 The Project Labor Agreenent that we
11 negotiated with the FERMCO Conpany in a traditiona
12 fashion that is usually inplemented at sites of
13 this type includes provisions for training of al
14 of our enpl oyees who previously mght not have had
15 training. W have had enpl oyees at this site from
16 its inception; in fact, we were there before FATLC,
17 we built it before FATLC entered the picture. Qur
18 workers currently attend training through grants of
19 the United States Governnent through our various
20 internationals, and in fact many of the FATLC
21 enpl oyees went to those sane schools that we have
22 attended. CQur record of safety has been
23 outstanding, and in fact the npbst recent accidents

24 have invol ved the FATLC Council and not the
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1 Building Trades Counci |
2 As far as the issue of local, all of
3 our locals are in the Cincinnati area. | represent

4 approxi nately 13,000 enpl oyees who have worked at



this site whenever there was a need for

[e2 BN,

construction activities.

| also would like to bring up the
8 econonics, that FATLC people did not normally
9 perform functions of construction, and to retrain
10 workers who had previously perforned duties that
11 were in the plant and then to educate them and
12 bring their skill level up to the construction
13 trade woul d be very cost prohibitive. W're
14 synpathetic to the idea that the enploynent in the
15 past or whatever contribution the FATLC peopl e

16 m ght have nmade. W are also aware of the | aws

17 that govern it. As we understand it, nmany of these

18 deci sions that had been made on the work or all of
19 themthat have been nade up to this tinme on the

20 work, are under provisions of law, the Davis Bacon

21 Law or the Service Contract Act. That has been the

22 guiding principle. That is separate fromthe
23 Proj ect Labor Agreenent.

24 Agai n, our workers will always be
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1 safe and they will be productive, and they are
2 trained. It's a msconception that they are not
3 trained or they're not aware of the dangers of

4 radiation or construction activities.
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We have al so attenpted to resolve
t hese issues in separate fashi on whenever requested
by the Departnent of Energy, by the FERMCO Conpany,
or any third-party politicians. W'IIl continue to
be cooperative. W intend to protect our
traditional work, which is construction activities,
and we have no intent of perform ng duties that
rightfully being to FATLC. Thank You.
MR, MORGAN:. Thank you. Virginia
Least .
Virginia Least.
Li sa Crawford.
MS. CRAWFCORD: | defer ny tine, |
will hand nmy coments in in witten fashion
MR, MORGAN. Thank you. Edwa Yocum
MR YOCUM | defer ny tine and |
will hand ny coments in in witten fashion.
MR, MORGAN: Thank you. Are there
any others who would like to speak? Vicki.

MS. DASTILLUNG  Vicki Dastillung.

Spangl er Reporting Services

PHONE (513) 381-3330 FAX (513) 381-3342

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S

SPI EGEL & MCDI ARM D

350 NEW YORK AVENUE N W
WASHI NGTON DC 20005- 4798
TELEPHONE 202: 879-4000
TELEPHONE 202: 393- 2966



Decenber 13, 1993
Vi a Hand Delivery

The Honorabl e Hazel R O Leary
Secretary of Energy

U. S Departnent of Energy

1000 I ndependence Avenue, S. W
Washi ngton, D.C. 20585

Re: Fernald, Ohio Site: Health and Safety Pl ans
and Practices

Dear Secretary O Leary:

On behal f of the Fernald Atom c Trades & Labor Coun
letter is to welcone the critical attention which DOE is bringin
safety at the Fernald, Ohio site, as evidenced by the Depart nent
firmation that the health and safety plan maintained by the prim
Envi ronnental Restoration nmanagenent Corp. ("FERMCO'), evidently
whi ch require pronpt correction.

In its Novenber 30 letter to FERMCO DCE indicated, as it has
el sewhere, that its review of the FERMCO plan consititutes only a por
DCE review of health and safety concerns at the site. FAT&L.C wel cone
FAT&LC requests the opportunity to provide continued assistance, as m
priate. This letter is to note that there are several further issues
to imediate attention. These include:

ARE CONTRACTOR AND DOE REPRESENTATI ONS
OF HEALTH AND SAFETY COVPLI ANCE RELI ABLE?

First, there are questions about the accuracy of health and sa
prepared by FERMCO and put out to the public under DOE inprinmatur. F
in a Septenber 7, 1993 nenorandum on a review of the Fernald Hazard C
Program for Conpliance with OSHA Rules (29 CFR 1910.1200), a DCE cont
(Modern Technol ogi es) recorded that: "[t]he overall site HAZCOM Prog
conpliance with the current OSHA standard (29 CFR 1910.1200), nor the
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Chem cal Hazard Commruni cati on Program (RM 2086). Mst of FERMCO s in
tinmeline dates have not been net."1

We have not | earned of any subsequent docunent which attests t
rection of the deficiencies found, and conpliance with the OSHA HAZCO
However, on Septenmber 30, 1993, subnmitted a "ROADVMAP" for the site wh
states that it is "in conpliance" with 29 CFR 1910/ Cccupati onal Saf et
dards (Attachnent 2).



The ROADMAP is a "state of the site" document for the Fernald
nment al Managenent Project ("FEMP'). It serves as basic reference for
conmunity. On Cctober 20, 1993 DOE Fernald transmtted FERMCO s draf
quarters and to the BDM ROADVAP coordi nator for distribution in headq
no indication that the docunent had been reviewed or eval uated and no
OSHA conpl i ance (Attachnent 2).

1. A copy of the docunent is attached (Attachment 1). Anpbng other th
findings rai se questions about whether all chemi cals comng onto the

Materials Safety Data Sheets ("MSDS'). For exanple, the "main points
i ncl uded:

If IH[Industrial Hygiene] can not obtain MSDSs fromthe
vendor, neither IH nor any other group, are currently witing
MSDSs for the site. Therefore, chemicals are on site wthout
MSDSs, and there is no systemfor devel oping these if they

can not be obtained fromthe vendor

We note that the FERMCO contract provides, anmong other things, tha
"Contractor agrees to subnmit a Material Safety Data Sheet...5 days be

of the naterial." See Section D.3 (FAR 52.223-3 Hazardous Material |
Material Safety Data (Nov. 1989). Has FERMCO been in conpliance with
sion?

2. Indeed, FERMCO s own sel f-assessnent for the period ending Septenb
1993 identifies under "Waknesses" (at page 28):

1. Safety...

c. Hazard Conmunication needs inprovenent. Audits of
work areas still find chemcals that are not listed in
MSDS not ebooks. Systens are being devel oped to
identify chem cals, update MSDs, and train em
pl oyees.
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Can DCE assure the public that the ROADMAP' s statenent of regu
conpl i ance, when nade, and today, are correct, in the face of near-co

docunent ati on whi ch rai ses questions? O has DOE rubber stanped a pa
holes in it?

CAN DCE ASSURE THAT THOSE WHO QUESTI ON
FERMCO HEALTH AND SAFETY DI RECTI ON AND
PROTECTI ON W LL BE PROTECTED AGAI NST RETALI ATl ON?

Second, there is the question of adequacy of FERMCO supervi sor



direction, and the protection of those who question health and safety

For exanple, FAT&LC brought to DOE attention evidence of a pot
serious episode involving urani um hexafluoride. On Decenber 2 and 3
visited the FERNALD site to talk with FAT&LC nenbers and others. W
i nvestigation is continuing. |In addition, FAT&LC officials have test
standi ngs regardi ng further questionable safety practices at the site

FAT&LC is ready and willing to cooperate with DOE (and ot her a
ate official groups) in order to get to the bottom of questions that
However, the prospect of retaliation (against FAT&LC and any ot hers)
reality. Wat has been terned a "critical |lack of sensitivity toward
of health and safety"3 appears to be indistinguishable froma design
t hose who raise health and safety principles.

First, the FERMCO Conprehensi ve Environnental COccupational Saf
Heal th Program (" CECSHP") expressly enjoins FERMCO enpl oyees from i nf
of ficial Compliance Oficers of health and safety violations. 4

3. See Decenber 1, 1993 statenent of John Dingell, Chairnman, Subconm
Oversight and Investigations. Conmittee on Energy and Commrerce. U.S.
Repr esent ati ves.

4. It states that when Compliance Oficers conme on site:

Courteous treatnent of the CO [Conpliance Oficer] is
expected at all times and the follow ng principles nust be
foll owed during the wal k-around phase.

- Do not agree that any alleged violation exists.

- Do not point out any possibl e/ probable violations.
(continued...)

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

The Honorabl e Hazel R O Leary
Decenber 13, 1993
Page 4

Second, on Novenber 29, 1993 FERMCO evidently initiated a "bu
ethics and conduct policy" which subjects enployees to dismissal if t
“circunmstances, investnents, interests or affiliations which could re
to ... (e) reflect poorly on the Conpany or its clients, and (f) have
i shing the trust and confidence of the public, the governnent, our c
enpl oyees in the Conmpany." W do not know if this policy was in
enpl oyees fromraising questions about FERMCO s perfornance or conduc
the U S. Congress, but its effect can only serve to dimnish the
to beconme whistleblowers and retain their privacy. It has not escape
this policy surfaced 2 days before Decenmber 1, 1993 hearing before th
of Representatives Energy and Commerce Conmittee, and shortly foll ow



Court invitation that the Department review FERMCO s health and safet

Third, in md-1993, when FAT&LC expressed concern about the fa
provi de work breaks for those wearing protective equi pment during hot
told FAT&LC that "any future work for the FAT&LC wi Il depend on their
perform wi t hout grievances, w thout abuse of non-productive tine, and

Si nce then, FERMCO has steadfastly sought to gut the (Article
and safety protections (including the right to refuse work and ri ght
to the nmedia or authorities) which FAT&C won through hard fought bar
ago.

FERMCO s Sept enber 1993 "best and final" contract proposal de
extraordi nary health and safety/whistlebl ower protections. On Septem
trict Court Judge Spiegel ordered FERMCO to continue to honor the Art
subsequent Court filings, however, FERMCO (with the support of the G

4. (...continued)
- Do not indicate that you have been or are aware of any
al I eged vi ol ations.

- Do not argue with the CO whether a violation or prob-
| em exi st s.

- Do not volunteer any infornmation or make any adm s-
si ons.

See EAPR 3-6; Revisions O page 3 of 7.

5. See Affidavit of FAT&LC President Robert Schwab (Attachnent 3 at p
graphs 9 and 10), and FERMCO I ndustrial Rel ations menorandumon the J
Joi nt Labor - Managenment Committee Meeting (Attachnent 4).
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Bui | di ng and Construction Trades Council) continued to contend that t
CECSHP is adequate to protect worker safety. By letter of Novenmber 3
DCE confirned that, in its judgenent, the CECSHP is deficient.

On Decenber 2, however, a FERMCO public relations menorandum
sought to dismiss the problens identified by DOE and Congress as "m s
FAT&LC. On Decenber 3, FERMCO delivered a "best and final" contract
FAT&LC. Renmarkably, FERMCO proposed to substitute its CECSHP, w
been found deficient, for the worker protection provisions FAT&C suc
for Iong ago. 6

What assurance is there that under color of "collective barga



tions." FERMCO will not be pernmitted to destroy the fabric of worker
protection that it took years to weave?

HOW W LL THE PUBLI C KNOW THAT HEALTH
AND SAFETY COST CUTTI NG MEASURES
DO NOT COVPROM SE HEALTH AND SAFETY?

Fourth, there are the questions raised by FERMCO s evi dent pro
bal ance health and safety neasures agai nst costs. At the Decenber 1
Hearing, for exanple, FERMCO confirmed that FERMCO ESH (environnent s
heal th) staff engage in calculation of the costs and benefits of conp
Mor eover, in August 1993 FERMCO proposed to DOE that costs could be c
ot her things, making workers pay for their own safety equi pnent and r
qguency of testing for radiation exposures. FERMCO noted that the for
DCE to "relax interpretation of regulatory guidelines.” and that "[O0]
latter could be inmplenented without violating OSHA 29 CFR 1910 (Attac
pages 15 and 17).

WI Il DOE assure that FERMCO s proposals to relax health and sa
and cut health and safety costs be supported by analysis that are acc
hol ders whomthe rules are to protect?

6. FERMCO s nenorandumtransmtting the "best and final" offer accuse
FAT&LC Presi dent Schwab of "Staying away" from contract negotiations
of Decenber 3. FERMCO was well aware that M. Schwab was in attendan
neeting(s) with DOE investigators to consider the urani um hexafluorid
December 9 FERMCO wi t hdrew t he Decenber 3 "best and final" proposal
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HOW W LL THE PUBLI C KNOW THAT
FERMCO ENVI RONMENTAL COST- CUTTI NG
DOES NOT' COMPROM SE HEALTH AND SAFETY?

Fifth, FERMCO cost cutting proposals involve reducing env
wel |l as health and safety obligations. For exanple, FERMCO proposes
Actions (1A whenever possible to expedite cleanup activities." FERM
"savings result from avoi dabl e and/ or reduced NEPA, RI/FS costs, site
terization costs and D& accel eration. "FERMCO noted that "EPA or th
may ultimately place a limt on the use of InterimActions" (Attachne

W1l Stakeholders and the public have access to anal yses needed

t hat FERMCO proposal s do not unduly cut regulatory corners, and have
revi ewed and approved by DOE (and ot her appropriate agencies)?

CAN DCE ASSURE THAT SAFETY TRAI NI NC



W LL PROTECT WORKERS AND BE DONE EFFI Cl ENTLY?

Finally, there are questions about the efficiency of health an
ing. FERMCO intends to rely heavily on training provided by the Gea
Bui | di ng and Construction Trades Council ("GCBCTC'), under its Projec
ment ("PLA") w th FERMCO

However, the primary health and safety protection vehicle barg
the PLAis the CECSHP. DOCE' s Novenber 30 letter confirms that the CE
ently "lacks | ack[s] the provisions which adequately integrate and em
devel opnent and inplentation of a conprehensive health and safety pro
DCE letter further noted that, in DOE' s experience, the "human factor
conpr ehensi ve managenent program are as, or nore, inportant than its
progranmmati c aspects.” In Federal court, however, GCBCTC as well as
actively supported the adequacy of the FERMCO CEOSHP

What actions will DCE take to assure that those who do Fernald
worker training are sufficiently attuned to worker protection and enp
requi renents, and can conmunicate themw th requisite vigor, notwths
contractor opposition?
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FERMCO has told DCE that PLA will save nbney because the

GCBCTC wi | I provide training at uni on expense.7 But much of this "sa
will be paid for by taxpayers, as these training prograns are |argely
DCE's environnental restoration budget.8 1In this ti me budget cut
confidence in FERMCO s assertion of training-related savings? Moreov
has been | aying off workers in whom nany thousands of taxpayer train
been invested. Does DCE know whet her the clained savings may be offs
training expenditures that will be lost?

In conclusion, FAT&LC realizes the matters addressed here are
and conplex. As you and your staff have recogni zed, however, the pub
mands that health and safety questions be addressed directly, and up

FAT&LC respectfully requests the opportunity to review and com
FERMCO s response to the Novenber 30 letter, prior to any approval by
nment. FAT&LC has been the primary representative of workers at the F
four decades. FAT&LC previously fought and bargai ned for the worker
whi ch, DOE' s Novenber 30 letter confirns, appear to be lacking in the
FAT&LC further believes it would be of value if other Stakehol ders,
nmuni ty groups and other worker representatives, are also invited to c
FERMCO s response.




7. The PLA "results in significant cost savings (e.g., 40 hours Haz
training for craft personnel at no expense to DOE). The overall esti

are $15-20 nmillion." Self Assessment, at page 6; itemp.

8. Section 3131 of the FY 92 Defense Authorization Act provided $10

hazar dous waste worker training grants to unions and universities,

Aut hori zati on Act authorized an added $11 mllion. These training fu

tered through an interagency agreenment between DOE and the Nati onal
Envi ronnental Health Sciences ("N EHS").
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In any event, FAT&LC remai ns available to provide further

regardi ng the above, and such assistance as nay be appropriate o

Very truly yours,

Dan Gutt man
Attorney for
Fernald Atom ¢ Trades & Labor Council

DG kah

Attachment s

cc (with attachnents):

Tom Grunbly, Assistant Secretary

Robert Nordhaus, Esqg., General Counsel
Tara O Tool e, Assistant Secretary

Dan Rei cher, Esq., Deputy chief of Staff
Scott Van Lente, Esq., DCE Counsel Fernald
Bob Schwab (President, FAT&LC)

Mel vi n Hut son, Esq.

Ri chard Resni ck, Esq.
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MIC/ FES- 93- 305
MEMORANDUM
DATE: Sept enber 7, 1993



TO W J. Quaider, DCE-FN
J. C. Simak, DOE-FN
D. N. Harper, DOE-FN
FROM M B. Jones

SUBJECT: STATUS OF SI TE HAZARD COVMUNI CATI ON PROGRAM ( FOR
COVPLI ANCE W TH CSHA 29 CFR 1910. 1200)

In order to provide continued followup on Industrial Hygiene (IH p
site. | met with Debbie Grant, FERMCO, |H Section, to determnine the
FERMCO s Hazard Conmuni cation (HAZCOM Program since nmy |ast status

May 13, 1993. Attached are copies of the |atest FEMP Hazard Conmuni
Program Anal ysi s and HAZCOM Check and Acti on Worksheet, which give F
tinmeline for conpletion of various portions of this program (These
updated since the May report.)

In ny discussion with Debbie Grant, several other groups were ident

to contact in the overall program assessnent. Additionally, | conta
to determine their policy and procedures for handling chem cals that
Material Safety Data Sheet (MsDS); 2) Training, for an update on the
training program and 3) ESH, for a copy of a recent assessnent repo

The foll owing sumari zes the main points of these discussions and re
are not listed in order to inportance to the program

1. Al MSDS stations have been visited and an inventory of chem ca
taken by IH except for the |aboratory area and G3. The | aborat
conducting their own inventory, and it is noving very slowy. (
date was 5/1/93.)

2. IHwote up a HAZCOM trai ning programfor the porters, which was
to them by their supervisors.

3. The following is the breakdown of MSDSs on-site:
4258 Chemicals in the MSDS dat abase
787 No MsSDSs as yet

Mrc Moder n
Technol ogi es
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O these 787 chemicals, 343 sinply do not have MSDSs as yet, 44
may not be chemicals still on-site. IHis inquiring with the d
supervisors to see if they really have these chemcals. So far
only 20 on-site.

(FERMCO due date to have MsSDSs from vendors was 6-1-93.)



10.

11.

12.

Debbi e Grant receives a purchase order for every chem cal that
but does not really have tine to review these against the curre
dat abase.

IHis looking into the Haz-Track System which would bar code ¢
out of buildings to show the novenent of chem cals throughout t
of the problens is that once chemcals are received, they do no
with the sane group that purchased them MSDSs do not al ways a
t he chem cal s when t hey nove.

IHis |ooking into ordering sone additional training videos, bu
all ow themto purchase anything at this tinme. (FERMCO due date
buy videos was 6/1/93.)

The written HAZCOM Program has not been updated as yet. (FERMC
date was 8/1/93.)

Annual general training varies per departnent or organization
consistent at this tinme. (FERMCO due date 7/1/93.)

If departnments call in for a safety nmeeting topic in August, HA
suggested. IHw Il have to develop information for each group
they are handling. HAZCOM safety neetings are not nandatory at
(FERMCO due date was 6/1/93. A letter was to be witten by thi
requiring one safety neeting per year to be devoted to HAZCOM )

IH al so indicated they currently had no systemfor tracking enp
been trained.

If IH can not obtain MSDSs fromthe vendor, neither IH nor any
currently witing MSDSs for the site. Therefore, chenicals ar
MSDSs, and there is not system for devel oping these if they can
fromthe vendor.

IHwould like to get rid of the chem cals no | onger being used
is no programin place to do this at the present tinme. (FERMC
5/1/93.)
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13.

14.

15.

No system has been set up to revise MSDSs on a regul ar schedul e
set up to assure nmaintenance of the MSDS binders. (FERMCO s du
both was 6/1/93.)

There is no system devel oped to wite MSDSs for chem cal s gener
Even t hough enpl oyees have been exposed to fly ash during boile
operations, no MSDS exists for fly ash at this tine.

FERMCO s training departnent is developing a "boiler plate" Tas
Briefing traing programfor 22 different areas on-site. These
MSDSs for each different area. The "boiler plate" programwil|



specific training on the various sections of an MSDS and is exp
conpleted for all 22 areas by the end of Septenber 1993. A "dr
the "boiler plate" programis attached. | understand a section
fam lies and storage conpatibilities will be added before it is
due date 7/1/93.)

It is anticipated that Daryl MIller will issue a letter requiri
trai ning when the 22 area prograns are conpleted. The training
by the supervisor using the "boiler plate" programand the enpl
sign an attendance roster for tracking purposed. (FERMCO due d

16. Attached is a portion of the recent ESH report on the site HAZC
It gives additional details of findings at several MSDS station
to contractor, the potential OSHA penalty for non-conpliance, e

SUMVARY AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

The overall site HAZCOM Programis not in conpliance with the curren
Standard (29 CFR 1910.1200), nor the site docunent Chem cal Hazard
Conmuni cati on Program (RM2086). Most of FERMCO s internal tinmeline
not been net.

1. Updating of the MSDSs at the individual stations, as is current
al ways be a very | abor-intensive operation. A site-w de conput
accessi ng MSDSs shoul d be investigated.

2. A system program shoul d be devel oped to renpve unknown/ unl abel e
and no | onger used chemicals fromthe site in a scneduled tine

3. IH needs to review all PCs to assure chenmicals coming into the
MBDSs.
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4, The Receiving Departnment needs to have a witten procedure on h
handl e chemi cals that arrive with no MSDS, and what paperwork i
to send chem cals back to a supplier

5. The training prograns need to be devel oped to specifically give
i nfornmation on the term nology and use of the various sections
In a recent survey, OSHA identified that, even when MSDSs were
enpl oyees, they did not understand the information presented on
This training nust be docunented.

6. If the supervisors will be providing the HAZCOM i nstruction, th
be given separate training on the OSHA HAZCOM St andard and on t
of the MSDS

7. The | aboratory inventory and MSDS Stations should be conpleted
8. The WEMCO docunent on HAZCOM ( RM 2086) needs to be updated by



FERMCO,

9. An on-site chemcal tracking systemis needed to fulfill the "c
tracking requirenent and determ ne the chem cal novenment betwee
(Modern Technol ogi es has devel oped a systemwhich is currently
Wight-Patterson Air Force Base, which will be installed at 84
around the country. FERMCO nay wish to investigate this progra

10. A better system for docunmenting and obtai ning MSDSs from vendor
devel oped. |If a MSDS can not be obtained, the chemnical needs t
of or a MSDS devel oped by FERMCO.

11. A docunented procedure should be instituted that assures contra
HAZCOM trai ning and MsDSs for the hazardous chenicals they are
wi t h.

| understand that Debbie Grant took a voluntay RIF in the | ast FERMC

reduction. Walt Mengel will be assuming responsibility for the site

Don Flem ng indicated that he and Walt Mengel will be review ng the

in the next few weeks.

At t achnent

C: MIC- FES Program Fil e
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United States Governnent Depart nent of Energy

Fernald Field Ofice
Menor andum

DATE OCT 20 1993
DOE- 0101- 94
REPLY TO FN.  Youngmeyer
ATTN COF:
SUBJECT: FI SCAL YEAR 1994 ROADNVAP
TO Lenora J. Lewis, EM 10, FORS

Attachnment is the revised FY 1994 Roadnmap subnission for

Envi ronnent al Managenent Project (FEMP). This revision i
Resource Projections and the Logic Diagrans, which were i
t he Roadmap Pl an was submitted on Cctober 1, 1993. A cop
revi sion has been sent directly to the BDM Federal Roadma
di stribution in Headquarters.

If you have any questions, please call Harley Youngneyer

J. Phil Hamric



Manager
Attachment: As Stated
cc W att:
R P. Witfield, EM40, FORS
Fiore, EM42, TREV

J. .
K. A Chaney, EM 424, TREV
N. C. Kaufman, FERMCO

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

Fernal d
Envi r onnent al
Managenent
Pr oj ect

Fi scal Year 1994
ROADMVAP

Sept enber 30, 1993
Prepared For The Departnent OF Energy By
Fernal d Environnental Restoration Managenent Conpany

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FY 1994 Roadmap
Regul atory Drivers

Regul ati on: 40 CFR Part 61/ National Em ssion Standards for
ant s ( NESHAP)

Regul ating Aut hority: US EPA

Descri pti on: In general, NESHAP Iimts the em ssion of pollu

requi renents of 40 CFR Part 61 include the follow ng:

1. Limt em ssions of radionuclides (other than ra



dose of less than 10 nremyr to off-site reside

2. Mai ntai n conti nuous em ssion nonitoring on any
vent) with a potential to emt nore than 0.1 nreniyr.
3. Recei ve approval for construction or nodificat

potential to emit nore than 0.1 nremyr. Construction or
conducted wi t hout approval on facilities that emt less th
nmust be identified in annual report in the year it is conp

4, Submit annual conpliance denpnstration report to the US EP
June 30.
5. Limt the radon flux fromany building, structu
i nternal storage or disposal of waste materia
pCi / nmes.
6. The flux standard does not apply during active
St at us: In conpliance
Regul ati on: 29 CFR 1910/ Cccupational Safety & Health Standa
Regul ating Aut hority: Depart ment of Labor
Descri pti on: 20 CRF 1910 ensures the safety and health
standards to prevent illness and injury, regula

sure, and nmandates that enployees be informed o
associ ated with any hazardous nateri al s.
29 CFR 1910. 120 al so regul ates safety and health train
enpl oyees at hazardous waste sites being cleane
in addition hazardous waste treatnent, storage, and di spos
tions conducted under RCRA. Training content and hour req
nents are specified in the rule.

St at us: In conpliance
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At t achment
AFFI DAVI T
1. M nane is Robert Schwab. | am President of the Fernald Atomc
Labor Council ("FAT&LC'). | have worked at the Fernald site since May o
2. | have worked at the site as a mllwight. The work |I have perf

stripping buildings during disnantlenent, and size reduction, (when bui
are torn down, they nust be reduced in size for disposal).

3. In addition to President, | have served as FAT&LC S health and s
and have hel d other FAT&LC offices.

4. | gave deposition testinobny in this case on . A copy of
deposition is not presently avail able.

5. | understand that FERMCO i ntends to subcontract out the work of
and demolishing Plant 7, a building on the site. FAT&C nenbers have |l o



in dismantling decontami nation, and denolition (including asbestos abate

6. FAT&LC has exam ned the tasks that will be required in the dism
denolition of Plant 7, as defined by FERMCO. The results of this analys
Attachment | to this affidavit. As that docunent shows, literally dozen
work that can be perfornmed by FAT&LC nenbers, including pipefitters, we
decont ani nators, hazardous waste technicians, and notor vehicle operator

7. In fact, the FAT&LC anal ysis confirns that nmany tasks in Plant 7
and demolition are within the capabilities of the FAT&LC nenbers who wer
Cctober. For exanple, the lay off included decontanmi nators, as well as
and m|lwights.

8. FAT&LC has told FERMCO, through the subcontract review commttee
that its nenbers, including laid off nenbers, are capable of perform ng
be required in the dismantling/ decontam nation/denolition of Plant 7. F
that its nenbers could performthe work at a | ower cost than alternative
i ndicated no interest in allow ng FAT&C nenbers to performthe work.

9. As President of FAT&LC | have been informed by both salaried and
enpl oyees of potentially serious health and safety violations. As | sta
ny deposition, in the past half year or so, these include:

a) | have been told that subcontractors are issuing their own radio
permts (RWPs wi thout required approval by radtechnicians.

b) | have been told that subcontractors have been directed not to s
there is imediate threat to life or bodily injury. For exanple, in the
silo during a period where outside tenperature was in the 90 degree rang
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heavy suits were not permitted to get out of the suits to take rest brea
standard practice.

c) | have learned that the Conpany (FRMCO, in a departure fromlon
practice, ceased informng workers of bonb threats. (I learned of this
contacted us for coments on a threat, which we had not been given notic

10. During the Plant 1 silo incident FAT&LC nmenbeers conpl ai ned tha
subcontractor (Martech) wanted FAT&LC nmenbers to remain in their suits,
subcontractor enpl oyees were doing so. FAT&LC sought to di scuss procedu
| abor managenment nmeeting with FERMCO. | chaired this neeting for |abor
Weat herred of FERMCO chaired the neeting for nanagenent. At the neeting
Weat herred said that FAT&LC nmenber were taking too |long breaks. He told
was getting tired of grievances, and told us if we continued to file gr
be there to do the work--it would be subcontracted. This statenent is r
m nutes of the neeting.

11. In response to FAT&LC s expression of anmazenent that the bomb-n
policy had been altered, FERMCO prom sed, during the sumrer, that it wou
with a new procedure. It has not yet done so.

FURTHER AFFI ANT SYETH NOT.



Robert Schwab

Subscri bed and sworn to before ne
this 20 day of Novenber 1993

Not ary Public

My conmi ssion expires:

VI CTORI A L. POVNER
NOTARY Public, State of GChio
by Conmi ssion expires March 21, 1995
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Attachnent 4

ADM NI STRATI ON DI VI SI ON
| NDUSTRI AL REALTI ONS DEPARTMENT

WEEKLY SI GNI FI CANT | TEMS
WEEK ENDI NG July 21, 1993

SI GNI FI CANT | TEMS

The Fernald Atomic Trades and Labor Council (FATLC) alleges that FER
not abiding by a 1991 arbitration decision. The decision states who is a
rental truck used by groundwater sanpling. IR naintains that the ru

Joi nt Labor - Managenment Committee nmet on July 15 to di scuss various
Plant 1 silo. Plant 7 project, Snoking Policy, CRU3 Sanpling. App
Renedi ati on Training, Work Time (start/quit, breaks, |unch), chenica
operating "standup" fork lifts, chem cal unit enpl oyees performng r
wel der qualifications. Representatives from Construction were al so
FERMCO managenent conveyed their concerns over the perception of the
Trades and Labor Council's (FATLC) past and present perfornance and
managenent's concern that any future work for the FATLC will depend
perform w t hout grievances, w thout abuse of non-productive tine, an

Met with Security to discuss the conputerization of the procedure us
represented workforce. Currently, when a represented enpl oyee repor
Conmuni cati ons Center who log the call as well as conplete a formin
distributed to interested parties. The conputerization of this proc
and cut down the comunication tine of the enployee's absence. This
savi ngs, which is being calculated, for both Security and Industria

OTHER | MPORTANT | SSUES

Coordi nated a tour for senior executives of |ndianapolis based Huber



Construction, a leading construction firmin the United States. The
on upconi ng packages at the FEMP. IR net with these representative
regardi ng various aspects of the ERMC m ssion.

Conducted a transition neeting with enpl oyees of Rust Construction a
contractor, Wse. IR is naking every effort to assist both Wse dur
in order to insure mninmumdisruption. |R has arranged a neeting be
and the Greater Cincinnati Building and Construction Trades Counci l

a snooth transition of the Union work force to the new Labor Broker.

| TEMS AWAI TI NG DOE RESPONSE
| TEMS DCE HAS RESPONDED ON
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FERMCO
Rest orati on Managenent Corporation P.O Box 398704 Cincinnati, GChio 4523

August 23, 1993

U S. Departnent of Energy
Fernal d Envi ronnental Managenent Project
Letter No. C: OP:93-1242

M. Raynond J. Hansen, Acting Manager
DCE Field Ofice, Fernald

P. O Box 398705

Ci ncinnati, GChio 45239-8705

Dear M. Hansen:

CONTRACT DE- AC05- 920R21972, COST SAVI NGS SUGGESTI ONS

Ref erence: DOE-2750-93 (17AU®3)

Attached in accordance with the referenced request are 20 co
suggestions. These are provided for your use in responding
Secretary Gunbly's Task Force on Cost Reductions. A copy o
file has been forwarded to Harl ey Youngneyer by EMAIL in acc
Headquarters request.

Si ncerely,

N. C.  Kaufman

Pr esi dent

NCK: ccl
At t achnent

C: Robert Mendel sohn, DOE Contract Speciali st



J. A Rasile
W Thi esi ng
C. Little
C. Cosse
P. Reeves
ile Record Storage Copy 102.1

nzuo«
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FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATl VE:

Un-1 ayer support services subcontracts, which will provide for direc
wor k.

ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$5-15 million per year

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

El i m nates duplication of work and multiplication of overhead.
Allows FERMCO to take direct control of work being done, mnimzing
managenent .

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Eval uate all subcontracts, devel oping the "hierarchy" with respect t
Eval uate efficacy of self-performor consolidation of existing subco

Renegoti ate or close existing subcontracts and i ssue new ones only w

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:
I nsufficient specific capability in-house.
I nsufficient control of new subcontracts.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)



FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATl VE:

Eli m nate redundancies in DOE Order 4700.1 and EPA requirenments, inc
of 4700. 1/ CERCLA/ RCRA/ NEPA

ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Over $5M year for five years of Conceptual Design Reports al one
Q hers in the progress of being devel oped.

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Based on just one CERCLA/RCRA Unit, (CRUl), savings to elimnating t
pl anning in $3.5M

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Eval uate all prograns for duplications (e.g., CDR reports and RI/FS)
Devel op recomendati ons based on purpose of redundant activities

ot ai n approval for changes

NOTE: The results of this effort can be applied to DCE nati onw de.
PCOSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Det ermi ni ng who has authority in DOE to approve changes.

ot ai ni ng DOE Appr oval

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS:

Reduction in sanpling and anal ytical costs associated with operation
wast ewat er treatment system

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:
$21 M1 lion



JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Cost of each sanpling and anal ytical activity, and the nunmber of sam
el i m nat ed

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

US EPA and Ohi o EPA Approval (obtained)

Deternining those activities that can be elininated
Revi si ng procedures

PCOSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

None identifi ed.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS:

M cropurging as a new ground water sanpling technique. Under certa
techni que can col |l ect sanples much nore economically than previous m

ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$300, 000 per year

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Cost saving fromtrial existing wells outfitted with M cropurging eq
NOTE: This techni que can be applied nationw de to DOE

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Eval uate conditions at each well to determ ne where the technique is
Initiate techni que

PCOSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

None identified

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)



Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS:

Usi ng standard anal ytical nethods in the Sitewi de CERCLA Quality Ass
(SCQ .

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$7 MIlion per year

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Cost of non-standard net hods conpared to standard net hods

Nunber of anal yses

Eli m nati on of one round of conpetitive bidding using standard netho
NOTE: this is the first instance where the US EPA has sanctioned pe
net hods for CERCLA work. These radi ochenical standards have set pre
be adopt ed DOE-wi de.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

DCE Approval (Obtained)
Put into contracts (partially conplete)

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

None identifi ed.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS:

El i m nate unnecessary anal yses, based on a reevaluation of nmonitorin
surface water at the Geat Mam River and Paddy's Run, water at man
general sunp.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$35, 000 per year

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:



Eli m nate 3,600 anal yses

Using | aboratory resources nore efficiently

Reduced wast e

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Conpl ete anal ysi s

ot ai n approva

Revi se sanpling plans

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

None identifi ed.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS:

Redevel op Site Access and Conpliance Training Programat FEMP. Tra
acconplished in half the tinme and feature performance-based examni nat
effective than the old nmethod of open book/open note testing.
ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Approxi mately 1,000 workers per year equates to an average of about
year.

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$2000 per general site worker, $2,640 per limted site worker, and $
adm ni strative workers.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Revi se training
| mpl ement new training program

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

None identifi ed.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)



OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS:

Use wastewater exclusion to reclassify three water treatment surface
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Units (HWWJ) to Solid Waste Managenent Un

ANTI| Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Under eval uati on

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Cost associated with HAWUs versus costs of SWWs.
STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS
Conpl ete sanpling and anal yses

Answer unresol ved characterization i ssues.

bt ain reclassification concurrence from EPA

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Negative answer to unresol ved characterization issues. EPA nay not
process.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS:

Decrease the nunber of inspections for drumred | ow | evel waste that
RCRA hazar dous wast e.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:
Approxi mately $21, 000 Annually
JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Reduction in inspections fromdaily to bi-weekly
Cost for inspection personne

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Identify with certainty the non-RCRA hazardous waste druns
Revi se procedures.

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:



None identifi ed.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS:

Establ i sh an audit nmanagement programto nmanage audits fromthe plan
the closure, including coordi nated scheduling of DOE-HQ audit visits
consol i dations, inproved protocols, and coordi nation with other aud
ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Under eval uati on

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Probably the best area of opportunity for oversight functions, since
agreenment between auditing organizations to try to inprove audit man

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Conpl ete prototype program (i n progress)

ot ai n DCE approva

| mpl enent program

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Deci de who can/wi || approve reconmmendations for prototype. GCbtainin
DCE- HQ organi zations (turf battles).

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATl VE:

The proposed cost savings is to reduce | ease costs and facility oper
enhanci ng productivity by consolidating the magjority of FERMCO s wor
off site office facility to be constructed using capital froma non-
back for the Iife of the project. The proposed facility would be co



requi renents by a devel oper who will | ease back to FERMCO for a 10 y
which he will recoup his investnment.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:
$1, 000, 000 over the life of the project.
JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

A detail ed engi neering anal yses has been conducted eval uating facil
proposed off site facility as well as the costs for naintaining and
facilities including necessary upgrades for long termuse. An inqu
assenbl ed and devel opers were solicited for interest. Based on resp
cycle costs (excluding cost benefit of inproved productivity), the p
appear to be viable. Cost to upgrade and nmintain 30-40 year facil
denolition greatly exceed the costs of constructing and | easi ng newe
of Fernal d.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

DCE real estate function rmust be willing to give the devel oper certa
construction of the facility which will make it comercially attract
FERMCO no | onger require use of the offices. Additionally DOE and F
willing to sign a long termlease which provides the devel oper secur

a reasonable return for use of the devel opers capital

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Current governnent regul ations are overly restrictive for long term
facilities. Developers have no incentive to construct DOE facilitie
| eases and which are not commercially viable for future users. DOE

needs to be nore liberal in interpreting current regulations govern
transactions and funding, or seek changes in the |aw

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)
Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE:

The proposed cost savings is to imediately and fully depreciate al
parts, equi prment and machi nery, feedstock and renmi ning product/by p
di sposal through excess, surplus and outright sal es procedures.
ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$1, 000, 000

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Declearing all material as excess or scrap with no value allows rela
tracking inventory costs and costs for plant upgrades necessary to k



operational or at a mnimum protected fromfurther degradati on unde
hol ds us accountable for loss in value of current assets. In a plan
denolition and disposal, it nakes little sense to expend these costs
the ultimte disposal costs. This approach also provides the potent
managenent and recycle contractors to reduce their cost for disosit

equi pment if there is a possibility of decontrami nati on and subseque
providing the possibility the contractor can profit if he can cost e
Adequat e surveillance of all contam nated and hazardous property wou

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Systens to all ow narket based pricing of assets at sites scheduled f
devel oped.

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Current property nanagenent systens are sonewhat cunbersonme in deal
di sposal of contaminated sites. Waivers for NPL sites would help ex
process.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE:

Eli m nate the annual requirenent for preparation of the Energy Manag
ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$50 to 100 thousand annual |y

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Preparati on of an energy managenent plan is a carryover froma perio
[imted spinning reserves at many utilities coupled with national co
of electric and gas reserves was essential to the future survival of
energy econony. Concern that oil and gas reserves will disappear ha
at the sane tinme that energy use at nany of the DOE' s facilities has
as processes are shut down with no intent to restart operations. Pr
which will have little or no inpact on the costs of operating a fast
no real benefit while requiring val uable human and financial resourc
whi ch worry above power use by conmputers and light bulbs at a tinme w
steam pl ants are being operated to naintain obsolete facilities. Th
prepare the annual plan and nonitor its inplenmentation would no |ong
need for the plan is elimnated - it is the cost of this [abor and r
will be saved.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

The DOE Order for this requirenment should be elinnated or clarified
primarily involved in site remedi ati on and shut down. FERMCO needs



exenption for FEMP and obtain DOE approval to elimnate the plan and
POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Al t hough energy use is a fraction of what it was when all facilities
is politically expedient to appear to be concerned with energy usage
theme with environnentalists who believe conservation is the solutio
This societal perspective makes it difficult for DOE to focus on the
for this noney - that of cleaning up the spreadi ng contam nation bef
our soils and water supplies. DCE nust nove beyond the | ess rel evan
associated with the issue of energy use to the greater issue of nmxe
and our stated intent to clean it up as soon as possible.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPOSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATl VE:

Rel ax restrictions on disposal of DCOE generated wastes at conmercia
as Envirocare in Uah. This would allow i medi ate disposition of ma
is no current DOE site for disposal of nixed and other special waste
i ncreases in disposal of existing |ow level wastes beyond the limte
goi ng to the NTS.

It would also allow for the efficient handling, transportation, and
cubic yards of LLWresulting fromrenediation of DOE sites |ike Fern

Conmer ci al disposal costs are conpetitive with the REAL cost of disp
when all costs of disposal are considered as opposed to the artific
NTS to DCE generators.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Tens of mllions depending upon relief granted and liability protect
such as Fernal d/ FERMCO. Additional hundreds of millions for Fernald
savi ngs for renediati on waste di sposal

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Significant costs are incurred daily for inspection and storage of m
materials not suitable for NTS. Delays in shipping these wastes res
degradation of drums resulting in increased surveillance, overpacks

i ncreased potential for |eaks into the environment.

Di sposal of future renediation wastes at |icensed comercial facilit
savings in transportation and materials handling costs.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

DCE should i mediately act to indemmify FERMCO and ot her site operat
shi pments to commercial disposal facilities willing to accept DCE wa



POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

State politics, concerned environnentalists and others wll imediat
energies to closing the existing comrercial facilities and otherw se
commercial sites for the sane reasons they have tried to bl ock shi pm
facilities such as NTS and I NEL. Comercial rates could increase ex
does not retain its ability to dispose at its own sites. Wthout in
operators and FERMCO nay continue to use governnent facilities becau
ri sks of down streamliability for consequential damages in the even

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE:

Reduce cycle tine (e.g., montly to quarterly) for testing of dosinet
consistent with risk in various facilities. Reduce urinalyses and o
consistent with worker risk. Reduce reporting requirenents of worke
ri sk factors.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$25-50 thousand per year for all tests at Fernald.

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

Costs of these prograns are well docurmented and easily managed by co
performance of unnecessary tests. Not only are the tests thensel ves

of record keeping, protection of enployee privacy and notification a
cycle tines are extended.

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Rel ax interpretation of regulatory guidelines and, if appropriate, r
t he FERMCO Rad Manual based on reduced risk factor of a non-operatin
approval of proposed reductions may be necessary in sone cases. FER
eval uate the cost and risk factors of the alternatives, develop a pr
their approval and revise the procedures prior to inplenmentation
POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

The appearance of indifference to worker exposures and public percep
Need for regul atory acceptance of cycle tinme based on ri sk.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)



FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMVENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE:

Encourage craft work force to obtain required FERMCO site training a
prerequisite training prior to their being considered for future enp
In this approach, FERMCO does not incur |abor costs of newhire craf
are being trained.

ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

$1.5-2.0 MIlion per year

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

By considering only workers fromthe bargaining units which are pre-
avoids the 1-2 weeks of |ost productivity experienced under previous
a new craft worker cane on site. This can include OSHA, GET, respir
Il training which would require in excess of 40 hours of training.
STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Thi s program has been inplenented at the FEMP and will result in the
listed. Actual savings will depend on the turnover of craft workers
wor kers to replace those which depart.

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

This can beconme an issue at any tinme during contract negotiations wh
progr ess.

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment S (Cont.)

FERNALD ENVI RONMVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ( FEMP)

OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL RESTORATI ON AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE

PROPCSED COST SAVI NGS | NI TI ATI VE:

Require all workers (or alternatively just subcontractors) to provid
equi pnment (shoes only) and sweat garments and undergarnments for wear
coveralls. At the present tinme these itens are provided for all enp
ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:

For subcontractors al one the cost savings associated with this propo
approxi mately $500, 000.

JUSTI FI CATI ON FOR ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS:



Al though it is conmmon practice to provide this equiprment on many gov
not necessarily conmon practice on private sector construction proje
subcontractors are al nost always required to provide all of their ow
personal clothing, FERMCO woul d save original clothing costs, replac
costs and | osses due to theft and abuse of company owned boots and c

STEPS NECESSARY TO ACHI EVE ANTI Cl PATED COST SAVI NGS

Changes to uni on agreenents nay be required but otherwise this is a
change in managenent by FERMCO and coul d be inplemented i nmedi ately.
FERMCO wi I | no | onger issue safety shoes, glasses or hard hats to su
Undergarnents nmay al so be discontinued this fall

POSSI BLE HI NDRANCES TO ACHI EVI NG ANTI CI PATED COST SAVI NGS:

This could create a problemw th the unions and could be perceived b
decreased enmphasis on safety resulting in norale problens and a wors
out st andi ng safety record. Only portions of this proposal could be
wi t hout violating OSHA 29 CFR 1910. Additionally, the risk of need
enpl oyees cl ot hes which becone contam nated may increase under this

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment T
1 safe and they will be productive, and they are
2 trained. It's a msconception that they are not
3 trained or they're not aware of the dangers of
4 radiation or construction activities.
5 We have al so attenpted to resolve
6 these issues in separate fashi on whenever requested
7 by the Departnment of Energy, by the FERMCO Conpany,
8 or any third-party politicians. W'Il continue to

9 be cooperative. W intend to protect our
10 traditional work, which is construction activities,
11 and we have no intent of performng duties that

12 rightfully belong to FATLC. Thank you.

13 MR, MORGAN:. Thank you. Virginia
14 Least.
15 Virginia Least.

16 Li sa Crawford.



17 MS. CRAWFCORD: | defer ny tine, |

18 will hand my comments in in witten fashion

19 MR, MORGAN: Thank you. Edwa Yocum
20 MR YOCUM | defer ny tine and

21 will hand ny coments in in witten fashion

22 MR, MORGAN: Thank you. Are there

23 any others who would |ike to speak? Vicki

24 MS. DASTILLUNG Vicki Dastillung

Spangl er Reporting Services

PHONE (513) 381-3330 FAX (513) 381-3342

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Comment U, V, W

1 | won't wish to nake any fornal comments at this
2 tinme, but | do seemto feel that we do need the
3 30-day extension to the comment period, and | woul d
4 |like to fornmally request that DOE provide us with a

Round Tabl e or workshop on the EI'S and NEPA process

5
6 as it relates to the O3 and the RI/FS process and

~

per haps di scuss with the public whether they woul d

8 need a Round Table or workshop of nore detail on

©

the QU proposed plan. | would also like to ask
10 that the US EPA and Ohio EPA be included in those

11 neetings. Thank you.

12 MR, MORGAN: Thank you. Yes, sir
13 MR, RICHARDSON: My nane is Robert
14 Richardson, with Labor's Local Union 265. | didn't

15 sign up to speak, but | want to just for the

16 record, | want to submit a witten statenent.



17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

el se?
VB.
Vicki said, and |
MR,
VB.

Vi cki said.

MORGAN:  Thank you. Anyone

DUNN: | want to ditto what
will submit witten comrents.
MORGAN:  Thank you.

CRAWFORD: FRESH dittos what

MORGAN:  Thank you. Anyone

Spangl er Reporting Services

PHONE (513) 381-3330 FAX (513) 381-3342
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Comment X
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Comment Y
1 else?
2 MR MLLER. M nane is Richard
3 Mller. | would Iike to know whether there's going
4 to be a public hearing on the finding of no
5 significant inpact for the public to be able to
6 coment on that? | would like to know whether the
7 environmental assessnment is being perforned
8 separate fromthe environnental inpact statenent
9 and why, and | would like to know why the finding
10 of no significant inpact was not incorporated in

11

t he di scussion in the environnental assessnent.

In



12 other words, why you're bifurcating the discussions
13 since they are clearly interrelated. Thank you.

14 MR, MORGAN. Thank you. Anyone

15 else? Going once, going twice, three tines. Thank
16 you. |If anyone has any questions informally, we

17 wll remain here.

18 - - -

19 MEETI NG CONCLUDED AT 9:50 P. M

20 - - -

21

22

23

24
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Thi s appendi x contains the listing of the docunents and letters used to



Unit 3 Record of Decision for InterimRenedial Action. This listing rep
Admi ni strative Record used in devel oping the selected remedy for QU3 int
action. The docunents detailed below are |isted al phabetically.

1993 ANNUAL PROCEDURE UPDATES FOR REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBERS 9, 12, AND 26
I ndex #: R-022-204.1, R-020-204.12, R-030-204.4

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 2

1993 ANNUAL UPDATE OF PROCEDURAL DOCUVENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD
ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT ASBESTOS REMOVALS ( ASBESTOS PROGRAM)
JUNE 1993

I ndex #: R-030-204.5

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 300

ADDENDUM TO FMPC- 2082 HI STORY OF FMPC RADI ONUCLI DE DI SCHARGES MARCH
1989

I ndex #: G 000-101.7

Docunent Date: 03/31/89

From WMCO

To: DOE

# of Pages: 22

ADDENDUM TO THE | MPROVED STORAGE OF SO L & DEBRI'S REMOVAL ACTION (RA) 17
WORK PLAN, REV. NO. 2

I ndex #: R-028-204.6

Docunent Date: 04/21/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 20

ANNUAL ENVI RONVENTAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1991
I ndex #: G 000-106.55

Docunment Date: 1991

From WEMCO

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 250

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

ANNUAL WORK PROCEDURES UPDATE FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL NMANAGENMENT
PRQIECT SAFE SHUTDOMN REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 12 JUNE, 1992

I ndex #: R-022-202.4

Docunent Date: 06/01/92

From

To:

# of Pages: 200

APPLI CATI ON TO SH P WASTE TO THE NEVADA TEST SI TE
I ndex #: R-020-104.1

Docunent Date: 11/01/92

From WEMCO

To: DOE-FN



# of Pages: 70

APPROVAL OF EE/ CA FOR REMOVAL ACTI ON 27
I ndex #: R-036-207.1

Docunent Date: 01/14/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 2

APPROVAL OF FEMP ASBESTOS ABATENMENT REMOVAL ACTI ON
I ndex #: R-030-207.3

Docunent Date: 09/02/92

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF | MPROVED SO L AND DEBRI' S REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN (#17)
I ndex #: R-028-207.5

Docunent Date: 12/23/92

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF PHASE |V REMOVAL ACTI ONS
I ndex #: G 000-708.57

Docunent Date: 02/16/93

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTION 9 - REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES
I ndex #: R-020-207.4

Docunent Date: 10/01/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTION 12 - SAFE SHUTDOWN PROGRAM
I ndex #: R-022-207.3

Docunent Date: 10/01/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTI ON 13-PLANT 1 ORE SI LGOS WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-019-207.4

Docunent Date: 05/15/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTI ON 15 SCRAP METALS PI LE PRQIECT PLAN
I ndex #: R-026-207.3

Docunent Date: 12/29/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN



# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTION 17 - | MPROVED STORAGE OF SO L AND DEBRI S
I ndex #: R-028-207.3

Docunent Date: 09/30/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTI ON 24 PI LOT PLANT SUMP WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-031-207.4

Docunent Date: 11/19/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTION 25: N TRI C ACI D TANK CAR WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-035-207.5

Docunent Date: 03/04/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTI ON 26 - REVI SED COWVPI LATI ON OF EXI STI NG
DOCUVMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

I ndex #: R-030-207.4

Docunent Date: 09/25/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

APPROVAL OF REMOVAL ACTI ON 28 WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-032-207.2

Docunent Date: 08/05/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 3

APPROVAL OF REVI SED OU #3 RI/FS WORK PLAN RTC
I ndex #: U 005-305.12

Docunent Date: 04/14/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF REVI SED REMOVAL ACTION 17 - WORK PLAN AND ADDENDUM
I ndex #: U-028-207.8

Docunent Date: 06/10/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 2

APPROVAL OF REVI SED REMOVAL ACTION 19 WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-037-207.4

Docunent Date: 07/29/93

From USEPA



To: DOE-FN
# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF THE EE/ CA FOR REMOVAL ACTI ON #17 - MANAGEMENT OF
CONTAM NATED STRUCTURES

I ndex #: R-036-207.2

Docunent Date: 01/19/93

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 2

APPROVAL OF THE FINAL O U.3 RI/FS WORK PLAN ADDENDUM
I ndex #: U 005-305.14

Docunent Date: 06/08/93

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF THE NI TRI C ACI D TANK CAR REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN
I ndex #: R-035-207.5

Docunent Date: 05/26/93

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

APPROVAL OF THE SI TE- W DE CHARACTERI ZATI ON REPORT
I ndex #: G 000-105.53

Docunent Date: 05/28/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL PLANT 1 ORE SILOR A WP.
I ndex #: R-019-207.6

Docunent Date: 08/10/92

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

APPROVAL OF WORK PLAN R A. #14
I ndex #: R-015-207.6

Docunent Date: 07/29/92

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

ASBESTOS SURVEY & ASSESSMENT FOR THE FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGENMENT
PRQIECT

I ndex #: R-030-101.1

Docunent Date: 02/28/92

From DI AGNCSTI C ENG NEERI NG

To: WVEMCO

# of Pages: 500

ASSESSMENT COF RADI ATI ON DOSE AND CANCER RI SK FOR EM SSI ONS FROM 1951
THROUGH 1984



I ndex #: G 000-101.23
Docunent Date: 08/01/89
From

To:

# of Pages: 350

Bl OLOG CAL AND ECOLOG CAL SI TE CHARACTERI ZATI ON OF THE FEED MATERI ALS
PRODUCTI ON CENTER JANUARY 1990

I ndex #: G 000-105. 16

Docurent Date: 01/02/90

From MAM UNI VERSITY

To: DOE- FMPC

# of Pages: 543

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

Bl OLOd CAL SAMPLI NG ANALYSI S AND RESOURCES REPORT MARCH 1990
I ndex #: G 000-302.5

Docunent Date: 03/01/90

From

To:

# of Pages: 150

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON ASBESTOS ABATENMENT FOR CALENDAR
YEARS 1992 AND 1993 NEPA DOC. NO. 362

I ndex #: R-030-108.1

Docunent Date: 11/12/91

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 4

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON (CX) DETERM NATI ON PLANT 1 ORE SI LOS REMOVAL ACTI O
NEPA DCC. NO. 363

I ndex #: R-019-108.1

Docunent Date: 01/22/92

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 5

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON PLANT 2/ 3 URANYLNI TRATEHEXAHYDRATE
REMOVAL ACTI ON NEPA DOC NO. 358

I ndex #: U-005-108.1

Docunent Date: 01/15/92

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 4

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON- PLANT 7 DI SMANTLI NG, REMOVAL ACTI ON
NO 19, NEPA DOC. NO 421

I ndex #: R-037-108.1

Docunent Date: 08/23/93

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 5

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON - REMOVAL ACTION NO. 25 - NITRIC ACl
TANK CAR AND AREA NEPA DOC. NO. 403
I ndex #: R-035-108



Docunent Date: 07/19/93
From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 6

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON - REMOVAL ACTION NO. 28 - FIRE TRAIN
FACI LI TY, NEPA DOC. NO. 397

I ndex #: R-032-108.1

Docunent Date: 07/22/93

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 5

CATEGORI CAL EXCLUSI ON DETERM NATI ON SAFE SHUTDOWN ACTI VI TI ES, CY 1993
NEPA DOCUMENT NO. 427

I ndex #: R-022-108.1

Docunent Date: 05/10/93

From DOE-FN

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 5

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLAN VOLUVE |11 OF THE REMEDI AL

| NVESTI GATI ON FEASI BI LI TY STUDY WORK PLAN AUGUST 1992
I ndex #: G 000-1002.11

Docunent Date: 08/01/92

From DOE-FN

To: VEMCO

# of Pages: 250

CONDI TI ONAL APPROVAL OF THE ADDENDUM TO THE SO L AND DEBRI S REMOVAL
ACTI ON 17 WORK PLAN

I ndex #: R-028-207.7

Docunent Date: 05/25/93

From CEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 2

COVUNI TY AGREEMENT UNDER CERCLA SECTI ON 120 AND 106( a)
I ndex #: G 000-710.1

Docunent Date: 04/09/90

From USEPA

To: DOE-FMPC

# of Pages: 66

CONSENT AGREEMENT AS AMENDED UNDER CERCLA SECTI ONS 120 AND 106( a)
SEPTEMBER 1991

I ndex #: G 000-710.14

Docunent Date: 09/01/91

From

To:

# of Pages: 98

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)



CONSENT DECREE

I ndex #: G 000-704.1
Docunent Date: 12/02/88
From STATE OF CH O

To: DOE-FMPC

# of Pages: 31

CONTAM NATED SO LS ADJACENT TO THE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT | NCI NERATOR
REMOVAL ACTI ON 14 WORK PLAN ADDENDUM REVI SION 2 JULY 1993

I ndex #: R-015-204.10

Docunent Date: 07/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 75

CONTAM NATI ON AT THE FI RE TRAI NI NG FACI LI TY REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN AND
CLOSURE PLAN | NFORVATI ON AND DATA PACKAGE DRAFT JUNE 1993

I ndex #: R-032-204.2

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 350

DECONTAM NATI ON AND DI SMANTLEMENT OF BUI LDI NGS AND STRUCTURES AT
FERNALD FACT SHEET FOR THE PROPCSED PLAN ENVI RONVENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
| NTERI M REMEDI AL ACTI ON DECEMBER 1993

I ndex #: U 005-1006.3

Docunent Date: 12/93

From DOE

To: PUBLIC

# of Pages: 12

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
ASBESTOS ABATEMENT REMOVAL ACTI ON REMOVAL ACTI ON NO. 26 ASBESTCS
PROGRAM PROCEDURES

I ndex #: R-030-204.1

Docunent Date: 05/19/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 500

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES LOW LEVEL RADI OGACTI VE WASTE AND THORI UM
MANAGEMENT

I ndex #: R-020-204.8

Docunent Date: 06/01/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 700

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGENMVENT PRQIECT
REMOVAL COF WASTE | NVENTORI ES LOW LEVEL RADI OACTI VE WASTE AND THORI UM
MANAGEMENT

I ndex #: R-020-204.13

Docunent Date: 06/29/93



From DOE-FN
To: EPA
# of Pages: 550

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES REMOVAL ACTI ON NO. 9

I ndex #: R-020-202.4

Docunent Dat e:

From DCE-FO

To: USEPA

# of Pages: 500

DOCUNMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL MANAGENMENT PRQIECT
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES THORI UM MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES " TO BE
OVERPACKED"

I ndex #: R-020-204.6

Docunent Dat e:

From

To:

# of Pages: 20

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES THORI UM MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES " TO BE
OVERPACKED" REMOVAL ACTI ON

I ndex #: R-020-204.1

Docunent Date: 09/26/91

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 500

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
SAFE SHUTDOMWN REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 12 PART ONE

I ndex #: R-022-202.2

Docunent Date: 10/29/91

From DOE- FSO

To: EPA

# of Pages: 399

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
SAFE SHUTDOWN REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 12 PART TWO

I ndex #: R-022-202.3

Docunent Date: 10/29/91

From DOE- FSO

To: EPA

# of Pages: 476

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

DOCUMENTATI ON SUPPORTI NG FERNALD ENVI RONVENTAL MANAGEMENT PRQIECT
SAFE SHUTDOWN REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 12 JUNE 1993

I ndex #: R-022-204.2

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 650

DOE ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSMVENT OF THE PROPOSED LOW LEVEL WASTEPROCESSI NG
AND SHI PMENT SYSTEN



I ndex #: G 000-107.6
Docunent Date: 05/01/85
From

To: DOE-HQ

# of Pages: 25

DOSE AND RI SK ASSESSMENTS | N SUPPORT OF THE OPERABLE UNI T 3 PROPOSED PLA
FOR | NTERI M REMEDI AL ACTI ON ( ENVI RONVENTAL DI MENSI ONS | NC - EDI)

| ndex #:

Docurment Date: 1993

From

To:

# of Pages:

ECOREA ONS OF THE UNI TED STATES
I ndex #: U 006-307.22

Document Date: 1976

From

To:

# of Pages: 1

ENG NEERI NG EVALUATI OV COST ANALYSI S- FOR REMOVAL ACTI ON NO. 27
MANAGEMENT OF CONTAM NATED STRUCTURES DECEMBER 1992

I ndex #: R-036-203.2

Docunent Date: 12/15/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 200

ENG NEERI NG EVALUATI OV COST ANALYSI S- FOR REMOVAL ACTI ON NO. 27
MANAGEMENT OF CONTAM NATED STRUCTURES VOLUME |1 - BACKUP DATA
I ndex #: R-036-203.3

Docunent Date: 12/15/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 200

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

ENG NEERI NG EVALUATI OV COST ANALYSI' S, K-65 SILOS REMOVAL ACTI ON
I ndex #: R-008-203.3

Document Date: 1990

From BNI

To: DOE

# of Pages: 135

EXPEDI TED CLEANUP OF THE FORMER PRODUCTI ON AREA, OR OPERABLE UNIT (QU) 3
I ndex #: U-005-708.1

Docunent Date: 12/08/92

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 3

FEDERAL REG STER PART |1 - ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY 40 CFR PART
300 NATI ONAL PRI ORI TI ES LI ST OF UNCONTROLLED HAZARDQUS WASTE SI TES; FI NA
RULE

I ndex #: G- 000-101.52

Docunent Date: 11/21/89



From FED REG
To:
# of Pages: 7

FEED MATERI ALS PRODUCTI ON CENTER RI/ FS OPERABLE UNI T 3 SCOPE OF WORK
REVI SED APRIL 16, 1990

I ndex #: U-005-101.2

Docunent Date: 04/16/90

From ASI

To: DOE-FMPC

# of Pages: 7

FI NAL REPORT: ELECTRCFI SHI NG SURVEY OF THE GREAT M AM RI VER
| ndex #:

Docunment Date: 1989

From

To:

# of Pages:

FY-94 COST ESTI MATE FOR THE QU3 PROPOSED PLAN ENVI RONVENTAL ASSESSMENT
DRAFT

| ndex #:

Docunent Dat e:

From FERMCO

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages:

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

H STORY OF FMPC RADI ONUCLI DE DI SCHARGES, FMPC-2082, (TABLES 52 - 87)
I ndex #: G 000-101.4

Docunment Date: 1987

From WMCO

To: DOE-ORO

# of Pages: 211

| MPROVED STORAGE OF SO L AND DEBRI S REMOVAL ACTI ON 17 WORK PLAN
FEBRUARY 1993 REVI SION NO. 2

I ndex #: R-028-204.7

Docunent Date: 04/21/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 125

LOW LEVEL RADI CACTI VE WASTE SHI PPl NG DOCUVENTATI ON TO NEVADA TEST SI TE
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 9 JANUARY 1992 - JUNE
1992 VOLUME 1

I ndex #: R-020-712.1

Docunent Dat e:

From WEMCO

To:

# of Pages: 300

LOW LEVEL RADI OACTI VE WASTE SHI PPI NG DOCUMENTATI ON TO NEVADA TEST SI TE
REMOVAL OF WASTE | NVENTORI ES REMOVAL ACTI ON NUMBER 9 JANUARY 1992 - JUNE
1992 VOLUME 2

I ndex #: R-020-712.2

Docunent Dat e:



From WEMCO
To:
# of Pages: 280

NATI ONAL ENVI RONMENTAL POLI CY ACT (NEPA) DETERM NATI ON - LOW LEVEL WASTE
SHI PMENTS TO NEVADA TEST SI TE (NTS) - FEED MATERI ALS PRODUCTI ON CENTER
(FMPO)

I ndex #: G 000-101.34, G 000-101.35

Docunent Date: 08/12/87

From DOE- ORO

To:

# of Pages: 1

NEVADA TEST SI TE ANNUAL ENVI RONVENTAL REPORT - 1990
| ndex #:

Document Date: 1992

From

To:

# of Pages:

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

NEW NPDES PERM T EVALUATI ON DECEMBER, 1990
I ndex #: G 000-104.6

Docunent Date: 12/01/90

From WMCO

To: DOE-FSO

# of Pages: 75

Nl TRI C ACI D TANK CAR AND AREA REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN AND CLOSURE PLAN
| NFORMATI ON AND DATA PACKAGE FI NAL MARCH 1993

I ndex #: R-035-204.6

Docunent Date: 04/16/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 150

NPDES BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTI CES PLAN
I ndex #: G 000-1106.3

Docunent Date: 01/25/88

From WESTON

To: WMCO

# of Pages: 144

OPERABLE UNI T 3 PROPCSED PLAN ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR | NTERI M
REMEDI AL ACTI ON COMVENT RESPONSE PACKAGE NOVEMBER 1993

I ndex #: U 005-408.8

Docunent Date: 11/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 100

OPERABLE UNI T 3 PROPCSED PLAN ENVI RONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR | NTERI M
REMEDI AL ACTI ON DECEMBER 1993 FI NAL

I ndex #: U 005-405.6

Docunent Date: 12/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA



# of Pages: 250

OPERABLE UNI T 3 WORK PLAN ADDENDUM VOLUME 1 OF 2 SECTI ON 1-7 APPENDI CES
A-C MAY 1993 REVI SI ON 3 FI NAL

I ndex #: U 005-303.17

Docunent Date: 05/14/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 300

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

OPERABLE UNI' T 3 WORK PLAN ADDENDUM VOLUME 2 OF 2 APPENDI X D - SAMPLI NG
AND ANALYSI S PLAN MAY 1993 REVI SION 3 FI NAL

I ndex #: U 005-303.18

Docunent Date: 05/14/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 400

Pl LOT PLANT SUMP REMOVAL ACTI ON NO. 24 ( ABANDONED SUMP WEST OF PI LOT
PLANT) FI NAL REPORT DECEMBER 1993

I ndex #: R-031-209.2

Docunent Date: 12/93

From DOE-FN

To: VEMCO

# of Pages: 25

PLANT 1 ORE SILCS REMOVAL ACTI ON NUVMBER 13 WORK PLAN JULY 1992
I ndex #: R-019-204.7

Docunent Date: 07/01/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 150

PLAN 1 PAD CONTI NUI NG RELEASE REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN JUNE 1991
I ndex #: R-012-204.4

Docunent Date: 06/01/91

From

To:

# of Pages: 400

PLANT 7 DI SMANTLI NG REMOVAL ACTI ON 19 WORK PLAN JUNE 1993 REVI SION 1
I ndex #: R-037-204.3

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 300

PRESENT WORTH ANALYSI S FOR THE QU3 PROPOSED PLAN DRAFT
| ndex #:

Docunent Dat e:

From FERMCO

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages:



QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON FEASI BI LI TY STUDY (RI/FS) RI SK ASSESSMENT WORK PL
ADDENDUM

I ndex #: G 000-303.42

Docunent Date: 06/19/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 2

REMOVAL #8, OU #3 PLANT 1 PAD WORKPLAN APPROVAL U.S. DOE FERNALD
I ndex #: R-012-207.7

Docunent Date: 08/19/91

From USEPA

To: DOE-FSO

# of Pages: 1

REMOVAL ACTI ON 14 CONTAM NATED SO LS ADJACENT TO THE SEWAGE TREATMENT
PLANT | NCI NERATOR FI NAL WORKPLAN ADDENDUM

I ndex #: R-015-207.13

Docunent Date: 08/24/93

From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 1

REMOVAL ACTI ON PRQIECT PLAN ( RAPP) FOR PHASE 1 OF RA#15 PROCESSI NG AND
DI SPCSAL OF AN ESTI MATED 2, 210 TONS OF NON- RCRA SCRAP METAL FROM THE
FERNALD ENVI RONMENTAL

Indes #: R-026-204.6

Docunent Date: 11/23/92

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 150

REPORT ON FI SH POPULATI ON AND ENVI RONWVENTAL CONDI TI ONS | N PADDYS RUN AND
THE GREAT MAM RIVER IN THE VICINITY OF THE FERNALD PLANT OF THE A E. C
28, 1952

I ndex #: G 000-101. 45

Docunent Date: 07/28/52

From

To:

# of Pages: 21

REVI SED DRAFT REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN FOR REMOVAL ACTION 19 - PLANT 7
DI SMANTLI NG

I ndex #: R-037-204.2

Docunent Date: 06/29/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 2

QU3 Deci sion Sunmary (Final)

REVI SED DRAFT REMOVAL ACTI ON WORK PLAN FOR REMOVAL ACTION 25 - NITRIC AC
TANK CAR AND AREA

I ndex #: R-035-204.2

Docunent Date: 01/27/93



From DOE-FN
To: EPA
# of Pages: 2

REVI SED OPERABLE UNI T 3 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI OV FEASI Bl LI TY STUDY WORK PL
ADDENDUM

I ndex #: U 005-303.16

Docunent Date: 05/14/93

From DOE-FN

To: EPA

# of Pages: 2

REVI SED QU #3 RI/FS WORK PLAN
I ndex #: U 005-305. 15
Docunent Date: 06/10/93
From USEPA

To: DOE-FN

# of Pages: 4
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